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ES.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

The primary purpose of this Final EIR is to satisfy CEQA requirements by addressing the 

environmental effects specific to the proposed Sphere of Influence update for the Truckee 

Donner Public Utility District (referred to hereafter as the proposed project). The project proposes 

an update to the Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD; District) Sphere of Influence (SOI) 

implemented through one of two options. The first option is identified as the LAFCo-

recommended SOI option, and the second is identified as the District-preferred SOI option.  

ES.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires Nevada 

County LAFCo to update the SOI for all applicable jurisdictions in the county. A sphere of 

influence is defined by Government Code Section 56076 as “a plan for the probable physical 

boundary and service area of a local agency determined by the commission.”  

The proposed project involves the adoption of a SOI boundary by Nevada County LAFCo 

establishing the SOI boundaries for the Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD; District). The 

project evaluated in this EIR contains two potential SOI boundary areas for consideration by 

Nevada County LAFCo: the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI.  

The LAFCo-recommended SOI is the same for both electrical service and water service. In 

general, the LAFCo-recommended SOI for electric service includes the TDPUD’s current electric 

service area as well as developed areas within and adjacent to the Town of Truckee, including 

some lands in Placer County. The LAFCo-recommended SOI for water service includes lands 

within the Town of Truckee and adjacent to the town. The District-preferred SOI boundary 

proposes to maintain most of the area of the current TDPUD SOI for both water and electric 

services; however, it would expand the electrical sphere to include the Northstar Area and 25.5 

square miles that includes Hobart Mills, Russell Valley, and north to the Stampede Reservoir 

Generation Facility. This area extends into Sierra County.  

ES.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an environmental impact report describe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project which could feasibly attain the basic objectives 

of the project and reduce the degree of environmental impact. The Draft EIR provides a 

qualitative analysis of alternatives as compared to the proposed project. Alternatives identified 

for the proposed project include the following: 

 Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) requires 

that a No Project Alternative be analyzed. If the No Project Alternative were 

implemented, neither option of the proposed project (LAFCo-recommended Truckee 

Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence or District-preferred Sphere of Influence) 

would be implemented, and the existing Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD; 

District) Sphere of Influence (SOI) would be reduced to encompass only the area of the 

current TDPUD service area, i.e., areas actually employing TDPUD services for either 

electric or water service currently, as differentiated from other areas within the TDPUD 

Sphere of Influence that are not currently receiving either electric or water service from 

the District. This alternative was selected consistent with the requirements of CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). 
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 Alternative 2 – Combined Sphere of Influence Area. Under Alternative 2, the TDPUD 

Sphere of Influence for both electric and water service would include the addition of 3 

square miles known as the Northstar area, adjacent to the TDPUD’s current SOI boundary, 

the addition of a 25.5-square-mile area that includes Hobart Mills, Russell Valley, and 

north to the Stampede Reservoir Generation Facility, and the removal of 8 square miles 

of existing electric service and water service SOI area located to the east of the 

Glenshire Subdivision and Hirschdale.  

 Alternative 3 – Northstar Only. Under Alternative 3, the District’s SOI for both electric and 

water service would include the addition of 3 square miles known as the Northstar area, 

adjacent to the TDPUD’s current Sphere of Influence boundary, and the removal of 8 

square miles of existing electric service and water service SOI area located to the east of 

the Glenshire Subdivision and Hirschdale. The addition of a 25.5-square-mile area that 

includes Hobart Mills, Russell Valley, and north to the Stampede Reservoir Generation 

Facility into the District’s SOI would not be included under this alternative. 

 Alternative 4 – Reduced Stampede Reservoir Area. Under Alternative 4, the District’s SOI 

for both electric and water service would include the addition of 3 square miles known 

as the Northstar area, adjacent to the TDPUD’s current Sphere of Influence boundary, the 

removal of 8 square miles of existing electric service and water service SOI area located 

to the east of the Glenshire Subdivision and Hirschdale, and the addition of lands that 

include Hobart Mill and Russell Valley and north to the Nevada County/Sierra County 

line. The Reduced Stampede Reservoir Area Alternative would not include the addition 

of any lands in Sierra County.  

ES.4 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED  

Nevada County LAFCo was identified as the lead agency for the proposed project. In 

accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, Nevada County LAFCo prepared and 

distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on June 29, 2012. Written comments received 

in response to the NOP were considered in the preparation of the Draft EIR. The issues raised in 

the NOP response letters included SOI scenario preference and the need for state highway 

encroachment permits. Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR provides a summary of issues 

and areas of concern related to the proposed project, as presented to Nevada County LAFCo 

by agencies and the public during the NOP review period. The complete text of the NOP and 

NOP comments were included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR.  

ES.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

Table ES-1 presents a summary of project impacts and proposed mitigation measures that would 

avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of significance of each environmental 

impact is indicated both before and after the application of the recommended mitigation 

measure(s).   

For detailed discussions of all project impacts and mitigation measures, the reader is referred to 

the topical environmental analysis in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR. 
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TABLE ES-1 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Land Use  

Impact 3.1.1 The LAFCo-recommended and TDPUD-

preferred update of the Sphere of Influence 

for the TDPUD would not conflict with 

local agency land use policies or 

regulations. However, the TDPUD-

preferred SOI update (electric and water) 

would conflict with Nevada County LAFCo 

policies related to the extent of the SOI 

boundaries. This impact is potentially 

significant for the TDPUD-preferred SOI 

update for both electric and water service. 

LS (LAFCo-

recommended 

only) 

PS (TDPUD-

preferred SOI 

electric and 

water) 

MM 3.1.1 Should Nevada County LAFCo wish to adopt 

the TDPUD-preferred Sphere of Influence for 

electric and water service, the sphere of 

influence plan shall include a policy that 

annexations will be approved only when 

water and/or electrical services are needed 

serve development consistent with the land 

use designation of the subject territory 

indicates development potential that requires 

the support of water and/or electrical service. 

Current TDPUD District Code 5.53.010.2 

states “No service shall be provided without 

prior annexation approval from the 

appropriate LAFCo”. 

LS 

Impact 3.1.2 The proposed update of the Sphere of 

Influence for the TDPUD would not 

conflict with local agency land use policies 

or regulations. The proposed project would 

also not contribute to any consistency 

issues associated with applicable land use 

policies and regulations (except for the 

project-specific effect identified and 

addressed under Impact 3.1.1). 

LCC None required. LCC 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 

Impact 3.2.1 The proposed project could result in a net 

increase in greenhouse gas emissions and 

could result in a significant impact on the 

environment. 

CC None available. SU 
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Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure 
Resulting Level 

of Significance 

Impact 3.2.2 Implementation of the proposed project 

could result in a net increase in greenhouse 

gas emissions, yet would not conflict with 

the goals of AB 32, and thus would not 

result in a significant impact on the 

environment. 

LCC None required. LCC 

Secondary Environmental Effects of the Project 

Impact 3.3.1 The proposed update of the Spheres of 

Influence for the TDPUD would establish 

land areas eligible for future annexation 

into the District and the provision of water 

and electric service. The potential future 

annexation and service provision by the 

TDPUD set forth by the establishment of 

the new SOIs could induce growth or a 

concentration of population that may result 

in physical environmental impacts. 

S None available. SU 

Impact 3.3.2 The proposed project, along with all 

existing, approved, proposed, and 

reasonably foreseeable development in 

Nevada County, could induce growth or a 

concentration of population that may result 

in physical environmental impacts. 

CC None available. SU 
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This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The Nevada 

County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) is the lead agency for the environmental 

review of the proposed Sphere of Influence (SOI) Update for the Truckee Donner Public Utility 

District (TDPUD or District) (project) and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. 

This FEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from development of the 

project and responds to comments received on the Draft EIR.  

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR 

Nevada County LAFCo, serving as the lead agency, has prepared this EIR to provide the public 

and responsible and trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental 

effects of the proposed project. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and implementing 

regulations, public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the environmental impacts 

of proposed development and to minimize these impacts, where feasible, while carrying out an 

obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and 

social factors. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for 

decision-makers and the general public which analyzes the significant environmental effects of 

a project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable 

alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public 

agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along 

with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project. 

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any 

project that may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the 

term “project” refers to the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting in a direct 

physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment 

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). With respect to the Sphere of Influence (SOI) Update 

for the TDPUD, Nevada County LAFCo has determined that the proposed improvement is a 

“project” within the definition of CEQA. 

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT 

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the project that has led to 

the preparation of this FEIR. 

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study 

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, Nevada County LAFCo prepared a 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the project on June 29, 2012. The NOP was circulated 

to the public, local, state, and federal agencies, and other interested parties to solicit comments 

on the proposed project. The 30-day comment period closed on July 30, 2012. 
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Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was released for public and agency review on February 6, 2013, and the comment 

period closed on March 25, 2013. Written comments on the Draft EIR and public testimony at the 

meeting held March 21, 2013, were solicited and received on the Draft EIR. 

Final EIR  

Following the close of the public review period, Nevada County LAFCo received five individual 

comment letters from agencies, interest groups, and the public regarding the Draft EIR. This 

document responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA. This document also 

contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 3.0, Errata. This document 

constitutes the FEIR.  

Certification of the EIR/Project Consideration  

The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in conjunction with the Draft EIR, as 

amended by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for certification by 

Nevada County LAFCo. If Nevada County LAFCo finds that the EIR is “adequate and 

complete,” it may certify the EIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR can be 

certified if it: (1) shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and 

(2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in 

contemplation of its environmental consequences. 

Upon review and consideration of the EIR, Nevada County LAFCo may take action to approve, 

revise, or reject the project. A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by 

written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and Section 15093. 

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program to describe measures that have been adopted or made a 

condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 

environment.   

1.2 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR 

ES – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project and provides a concise summary matrix 

of the project’s environmental impacts and associated mitigation measures. 

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to 

contain. 

SECTION 2.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference), 

and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.  
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SECTION 3.0 – ERRATA 

Section 3.0 consists of revisions to the Draft EIR that are a result of responses to comments, as well 

as minor staff edits that do not change the intent or content of the analysis or mitigation 

measures.   

APPENDICES 

This section also includes the revisions to Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse 

Gases.  
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2.1 INTRODUCTION 

No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft 
EIR for the proposed Sphere of Influence Update for the Truckee Donner Public Utility District, 
were raised during the comment period on the Draft EIR. Nevada County LAFCo, acting as the 
lead agency, evaluated and responded to comments on the Draft EIR. Comments received 
during the comment period do not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new 
information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5. 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 
comments on the Draft EIR:  

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Tina Bartlett, Regional Manager California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2/28/13 

B Kristina Berry, Executive Officer Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission 3/21/13 

C Michael Smart, President Liberty Utilities (California Pacific Energy Company, LLC) 3/25/13 

D None Listed Truckee Donner Public Utility District Not dated 

E Mike Staudenmayer, General Manager Northstar Community Service District 3/07/13 

MTG Multiple March 21, 2013 LAFCo Meeting 3/21/13 

In addition to written comments, verbal comments on the Draft EIR were received at LAFCo 
meeting held March 21, 2013. A summary of these comments and responses thereto are also 
provided.  

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed 
response, especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation 
measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must be a good faith and 
reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental 
issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by 
commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204). 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed 
comments that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible 
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 
avoided or mitigated. State CEQA Guidelines Section15204 also notes that commenters should 
provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 
substantial evidence.  
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 recommends that where response to comments results in 
revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or in a separate 
section of the Final EIR. As a result of the comment letters received, revisions have been made to 
the text of the Draft EIR. Readers are directed to Section 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR for details 
concerning the resultant changes. Readers are also directed to Appendix A, which is a revised 
Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, that completely replaces the 
original analysis in the Draft EIR. As previously stated, the revised analysis does not result in any 
new significant environmental impacts and does not alter the conclusions of the environmental 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR.  

2.3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments. Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, 
those changes are included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for 
new text, strikeout for deleted text). However, as previously stated, the revised Draft EIR Section 
3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, identified as Appendix A is considered to 
completely replace the original analysis in the Draft EIR, which is presented as Appendix B for 
comparison purposes. The majority of revisions occurred under subsection 3.2.3, Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, of Section 3.2. 

2.4 MASTER RESPONSE – REVISED DRAFT EIR SECTION 3.2, CLIMATE CHANGE AND 

GREENHOUSE GASES 

A number of comments (see Letters C and D) focused on the selection of data used to complete 
the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases. For emission 
modeling purposes, Draft EIR Section 3.2 relied on sources of data including the emission intensity 
factors of the electric service provider, Sierra Pacific Resources, for an analysis of Liberty Utilities 
California Pacific Energy Company (CalPeco) and on statewide average emission intensity 
factors for an analysis of the Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD). Section 3.2 also relied 
on information obtained from the California Public Utilities Commission, California Energy 
Commission, and CalPeco for energy consumption and renewable energy mix data. It is noted 
that several solicitations were made for energy consumption and renewable energy mix data 
from both CalPeco and the TDPUD prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR with the solicitations 
resulting in the receipt of data and information from CalPeco only. Where provider-specific data 
was not available or was not provided, the Draft EIR employed the best available information from 
public data sources at the time of preparation to evaluate climate change and greenhouse gas 
impacts. These sources of information are cited on Draft EIR pages 3.2-25 and -26.  

Following the circulation of the Draft EIR, more specific greenhouse gas emission intensity factors 
for energy generation, energy consumption, and renewable energy mix were received from both 
CalPeco (correspondence dated April 16, 2013) and the TDPUD (correspondence dated 
April 11, 2013). As a result of the receipt of the revised data, PMC has employed the updated 
data to re-evaluate potential climate change and greenhouse gas impacts and has revised 
Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases. The revised Draft EIR Section 3.2 is 
provided as Appendix A of this document and contains updated modeling for both CalPeco 
and the TDPUD. The revised Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, identified as 
Appendix A is considered to completely replace the original analysis in the Draft EIR, which is 
presented as Appendix B for comparison purposes. The majority of revisions occurred under 
subsection 3.2.3, Impacts and Mitigation Measures; however, subsection 3.2.2, Regulatory 
Framework, was also revised in order to reflect the most current climate change and greenhouse 
gas–related regulation, which has evolved since the circulation of the Draft EIR.  



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Nevada County LAFCo  Sphere of Influence Update – Truckee Donner Public Utility District 
July 2013 Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-3 

It is noted that the analysis in revised Section 3.2 (Appendix A) does not result in any new 
significant environmental impacts and does not alter the conclusions of the environmental 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR (Appendix B). For instance, the significance threshold for 
greenhouse gas contribution impacts (evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 3.2.1) is 4.6 metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) per service population. The original analysis (Appendix B) 
identified a CO2e metric ton per service population ratio of 16.0 under the LAFCo-
recommended SOI and 11.0 under the District-preferred SOI. The revised analysis (Appendix A) 
identifies a metric ton per service population ratio of 15.2 under the LAFCo-recommended SOI 
and 10.5 under the District-preferred SOI. Therefore, the cumulatively considerable and 
significant and unavoidable impact conclusion does not change. It is also noted, however, that 
the re-modeling effort described above and presented as Appendix A did result in a reduction 
in greenhouse gas emissions for both CalPeco and the TDPUD based on the use of the revised 
and refined input data from the respective service providers.  

Similarly, the impact conclusion associated with Assembly Bill 32 compliance (Draft EIR Impact 
3.2.2) is not altered in the revised Section 3.2. While the identified total energy consumption and 
renewable energy mix for both CalPeco and the TDPUD have been updated, the impact 
determination indicating no conflict with the goals of AB 32 would not change, as both CalPeco 
and the TDPUD are expected and required to achieve the mandated requirements of the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard program regardless of their respective SOIs due to California 
Public Utilities Commission and California Energy Commission regulations.  

The complete revision of the climate change and greenhouse gases section of the DEIR (Section 
3.2) raises the question whether the section should be recirculated to the public and agencies 
for additional comments pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. That section 
requires recirculation only under limited circumstances as follows: 

15088.5. Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification 

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of 
the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As 
used in this section, the term “information” can include changes in the project 
or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New 
information added to an EIR is not “significant'” unless the EIR is changed in a 
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon 
a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project's proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new 
information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to 
a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents 
decline to adopt it. 
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(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 
Cal.App.3d 1043). 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR 
merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an 
adequate EIR. 

(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead 
agency need only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been 
modified. 

(d) Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and 
consultation pursuant to Section 15086. 

Here, the revised GHG section does contain a new analysis based on new information about the 
GHG generation projected for the TDPUD and CalPeco. However, applying the standards set 
forth in Section 15088.5(a) suggests that no recirculation would be required. The new analysis 
does not identify any new significant environmental impacts or any substantial increase in the 
severity of a previously identified impact. The new analysis indicates that the GHG impacts are 
likely to be less severe than previously analyzed. No mitigation measure proposed in the new 
analysis is considerably different from those previously analyzed. There is no information that the 
Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate as to preclude meaningful public 
review and comment. Therefore this new GHG analysis falls within the scope of subsection (b) as 
new information which clarifies and amplifies an adequate EIR, which does not require 
recirculation. 

That no recirculation is needed is further reinforced by the fact that the revised GHG analysis is 
the product of solicitation of input from the two concerned service providers.     
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Letter A Tina Bartlett, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Response A-1: The commenter relates the mission of the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW). This comment is noted. It is understood that this 
comment is an introductory comment and further elaboration is 
forthcoming in subsequent comments. 

Response A-2: The commenter notes that the CDFW’s primary concerns relate to the 
indirect environmental effects of the project.  

 Section 3.3, Secondary Effects of the Project, of the Draft EIR addresses the 
environmental effects associated with anticipated actions and associated 
growth that may occur from establishment of the new SOI for the District. As 
stated on page 3.3-24 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project consists only of 
the establishment of a new SOI for the TDPUD as part of the mandated five-
year Sphere of Influence review process for Nevada LAFCo, and no other 
actions (i.e., annexations, infrastructure extensions, or facility installations or 
improvements) are being sought at this time. However, the establishment of 
a new SOI, or the inclusion of new land areas within an SOI, is the first step in 
a series of actions that would need to occur to allow for the provision of 
services. Further, it is acknowledged in the Draft EIR that the inclusion of 
territory currently located in the Town of Truckee or in the unincorporated 
areas of Nevada, Placer, and Sierra counties within the TDPUD Sphere of 
Influence area could help to facilitate growth and development 
opportunities consistent with these agencies’ general plans and any 
development approvals currently in place. 

The Sierra County General Plan, Placer County General Plan, Martis Valley 
Community Plan, Town of Truckee General Plan, and Nevada County 
General Plan provide for land use development patterns and growth 
policies that allow for the orderly expansion of development to which the 
TDPUD would provide supporting services. The associated general plan 
EIRs and subsequent project EIRs have evaluated both the potential direct 
and indirect physical environmental effects of growth in the project area. 
As noted above, the proposed update to the SOI for the TDPUD would not 
result in the construction of any physical improvements or allow for the 
undertaking of any development not already permitted and 
contemplated by the general plans (and their associated EIRs) for the 
Town of Truckee or for Sierra, Placer, and/or Nevada counties.  

Response A-3: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address 
indirect impacts that could occur due to the project. These comments are 
responded to below and in Responses A-4 through A-6.  

The Sierra County General Plan, Placer County General Plan, Martis Valley 
Community Plan, Town of Truckee General Plan, and Nevada County 
General Plan provide for land use development patterns and growth 
policies that allow for the orderly expansion of development to which 
TDPUD could provide supporting electric and water services in areas 
within the District’s service area with the proposed SOI update. The 
associated general plan EIRs, subsequent project EIRs, or environmental 
studies evaluated the physical environmental effects of growth in the 
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project area. Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the 
significant physical biological resource–related environmental impacts of 
general plan growth and subsequent development and infrastructure 
extension in the project area that the proposed new SOI would support. 
The discussion of the significant environmental impacts is based on 
technical analysis from the Sierra County General Plan, Placer County 
General Plan EIR, Martis Valley Community Plan EIR, Nevada County 
General Plan EIR, and Town of Truckee General Plan EIR.  

As stated on page 3.3-40 of the Draft EIR, development and human 
occupation of the proposed SOI area would result in the loss of forest, 
herbaceous, shrub, and water (including wetland and riparian habitats) 
vegetation communities that may support special-status plant and wildlife 
species, as well as potentially obstruct wildlife movement. The Nevada 
County, Placer County, and Town of Truckee general plan EIRs identified 
these biological resource impacts as potentially significant (Nevada 
County 1995a, Chapter 3, Project Description–Biotic Resource; Truckee 
2006, Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources; Placer County 2004a, pp. 2.0-59 
through -78). Comments regarding changes in surface water flows are 
addressed in Response A-6. 

Policy provisions and mitigation measures adopted by Sierra, Nevada, and 
Placer counties and the Town of Truckee to address biological resource 
impacts include subsequent project evaluation of site-specific impacts and 
implementation of avoidance or offset measures, prohibition against 
structures in wildlife movement corridors, and protection of and mitigation 
of impacts to impacted natural habitats. These mitigation measures and 
associated mitigating policy provisions include the following: 

 Sierra County General Plan Land Use Element policy A; Water 
Resources Element policies 8 and 9 

 Nevada County General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 13.1, 13.2, and 13.8 
and mitigation measures 1, 14, 15, 16, 16A, and 17 through 21 

 Town of Truckee General Plan Conservation and Open Space 
Element policies P2.1, P4.1 through P4.5, P5.1, and P5.3 and actions 
A2.1, A4.1, A5.1, and A5.2 

 Placer County General Plan policies 6.A.1 through 6.A.12, 6.B.1 
through 6.B.5, 6.C.1 through 6.C.14, 6.D.1 through 6.D.14, 6.E.1 
through 6.E.5, and 7.E.1 

 Martis Valley Community Plan policies 9.E.1 through 9.E.12, 9.F.1 
through 9.F.7, 9.G.1 through 9.G.10, and associated implementation 
programs, and mitigation measures MM 4.9.3, MM 4.9.4, MM 4.9.5a 
and 4.9.5b, MM 4.9.6, MM 4.9.7, MM 4.9.8, and MM 4.9.11a and 
4.9.11b 

While biological resource impacts were identified as mitigated with 
policies under the Nevada County General Plan Final EIR, these impacts 
were identified as significant and unavoidable after mitigation for the 
Town of Truckee and Placer County. The Town of Truckee and Placer 
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County adopted statements of overriding considerations for their general 
plans based on social and economic benefits (e.g., improved housing 
opportunities, foster a rural quality of life, job generation, and economic 
benefits to the agency). 

The indirect impacts identified by the commenter have been addressed 
in the Draft EIR as well as in the Sierra County General Plan EIR, Placer 
County General Plan EIR, Martis Valley Community Plan EIR, Nevada 
County General Plan EIR, and Town of Truckee General Plan EIR. The 
commenter provides no additional information identifying that these 
documents did not adequately address the physical environmental 
effects of growth on biological resources. 

Response A-4: The commenter states that the project will result in urban development of 
undeveloped areas, increasing potential impacts to wildlife as a result of 
increased human/wildlife interaction.  

 The commenter is referred to Responses A-2 and A-3 outlining how this 
issue has been addressed in the DEIR and previous environmental 
documents. The proposed update to the SOI for the TDPUD would not 
result in the construction of any physical improvements or allow for the 
undertaking of any development not already planned for in the general 
plans (and analyzed in their associated EIRs) for the Town of Truckee or for 
Sierra, Placer, and/or Nevada counties. 

Response A-5: The commenter states that typical landscaping employed by 
development uses invasive, exotic plant species that spread to natural 
areas and negatively impact native plant life and habitat.  

 The commenter is referred to Responses A-2 and A-3 outlining how this 
issue has been addressed in the DEIR and previous environmental 
documents. The proposed update to the SOI for the TDPUD would not 
result in the construction of any physical improvements or allow for the 
undertaking of any development not already permitted and 
contemplated by the general plans (and their associated EIRs) for the 
Town of Truckee or for Sierra, Placer, and/or Nevada counties. 

Response A-6: The commenter states that development can affect surface water flows, 
resulting in unnatural water flows that negatively impact wetland habitat.  

The commenter is referred to Responses A-2 and A-3. Also, as stated on 
pages 3.3-44 through -45 of the Draft EIR, policy provisions and mitigation 
measures adopted by Sierra, Nevada, and Placer counties and the Town 
of Truckee to address hydrologic impacts include utilization of best 
management practices (BMPs) for construction and design of 
development, implementation of ongoing surface water quality 
monitoring, setbacks from surface water features, use of containment 
features to avoid contamination of groundwater, and installation of 
drainage control facilities to mitigate increases in drainage flows. These 
mitigation measures and associated mitigating policy provisions include 
the following: 
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 Sierra County General Plan Land Use Element policy H; Water 
Resources Element policies 13 through 19, 21, and 22  

 Nevada County General Plan policies 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5, 3.13, 3.15, 
16.15, and 16.16 and mitigation measure 16 

 Town of Truckee General Plan Land Use, Conservation and Open 
Space, and Safety elements policies P1.1, P1.3, P2.1, P2.3, P2.4, P4.2, 
P4.3, P11.1, P11.2, and P11.5 and actions A1.1 and A2.1 

 Placer County General Plan policies 4.C.1, 4.C.11, 4.C.13, 4.E.1 
through 4.E.18, 4.F.1 through 4.F.14, 6.A.1 through 6.A.12, and 6.B.1 
through 6.B.5 

 Martis Valley Community Plan policies 6.C.1, 6.C.4, 6.C.6, 6.D.1, 6.D.5 
through 6.D.7, 6.E.2 through 6.E.11, 6.F.1 through 6.F.12, 9.D.1 through 
9.D.10, 9.F.1, 9.F.2, 9.F.5, 5.E.1, 5.E.2, and associated implementation 
programs, and mitigation measures MM 4.7.1a through 4.7.1c, MM 
4.7.2a through 4.7.2e, MM 4.7.3, and MM 4.7.5 

Response A-7: The commenter states that the Draft EIR should further discuss indirect 
impacts potentially resulting from the project. The commenter is referred 
to Responses A-2, A-3, and A-6 outlining how this issue has been 
addressed in the DEIR and previous environmental documents.  
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Letter B Kristina Berry, Executive Officer, Placer County Local Agency Formation 
Commission 

Response B-1: The commenter notes that they believe that the Draft EIR 
comprehensively addressed the impacts of the proposed project. This 
comment is noted.  

Response B-2: The commenter states that Placer LAFCo will be commenting at a future 
date when the specific sphere of influence option is considered. The 
comment is noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s consideration. 

Response B-3: The commenter states while Placer County is not the principal county for 
purposes of determining the TDPUD Sphere of Influence, the decisions 
made by Nevada County LAFCo have the potential to directly impact 
future activity in Placer County. The comment is noted for Nevada County 
LAFCo’s consideration. 
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Letter C Michael Smart, President, Liberty Utilities California Pacific Electric 
Company (CalPeco) 

Response C-1: The commenter states that CalPeco supports the LAFCo-recommended 
electric service SOI and opposes the District-preferred electric service SOI. 
The commenter also requests written responses to his comments such as 
those provided herein. The comment is noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s 
consideration. 

Response C-2: The commenter reiterates CalPeco’s support of the LAFCo-recommend 
electric service SOI and additionally notes that CalPeco already has the 
facilities in place within the 3-square-mile Northstar area and the 25.5-
square-mile area north of Truckee in order to continue to provide electric 
service to these areas. The comment is noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s 
consideration. The commenter is referred to Response C-3 regarding the 
environmental benefits of the LAFCo-recommend electric service SOI over 
the TDPUD-preferred SOI. 

Response C-3: The commenter states that CalPeco concurs with the Draft EIR’s 
conclusions that with respect to each of the analyzed environmental issue 
areas, the District-preferred SOI scenarios would result in greater impacts 
than the LAFCo-recommended SOI.  

The Draft EIR concluded that the District-preferred SOI scenarios would 
result in greater impacts than the LAFCo-recommended SOI in terms of 
consistency with applicable plans and polices under Impacts 3.1.1 and 
3.1.2 (pages 3.1-10 through -12). The Draft EIR also concluded that the 
District-preferred SOI scenarios would result in greater extent of impacts 
than the LAFCo-recommended SOI in terms of growth inducement under 
Impact 3.3.1 (pages 3.3-25 through -51). The comment is noted for 
Nevada County LAFCo’s consideration. 

Response C-4: The commenter proposes changes to the impacts analysis of the Draft 
EIR’s Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, regarding the 
use of the most up-to-date and appropriate data. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 2.4.  

Response C-5: The commenter expresses concern regarding the selection of data used 
to complete the analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gases, specifically the greenhouse gas emission intensity 
factors used to quantify project emissions from energy generation. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 2.4 whereby it is more fully 
described that the data utilized in the originally published Draft EIR was 
obtained from a combination of public data sources including the 
California Public Utilities Commission, the California Energy Commission, 
and the electrical service providers themselves. 

As noted in Master Response 2.4, updated emission intensity factors 
(including power source mix and more recent data) specific to CalPeco 
and the TDPUD were solicited and obtained in April 2013. This data was 
utilized in the re-estimation of GHG emissions and is reported in Appendix A 
(see Tables 3.2-10, 3.2-11, and 3.2-12). The re-modeling identified reduced 
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GHG emissions for both CalPeco (from 67,837 metric tons annually in the 
original Draft EIR to 61,808 metric tons annually [6,029 metric ton reduction]) 
and the TDPUD (from 45,130 metric tons annually in the original Draft EIR to 
31,758 metric tons annually [13,372 metric ton reduction]). However, the 
Draft EIR impact conclusions for Impact 3.2.1 would remain the same, as 
GHG emissions would still exceed the BAAQMD numeric threshold for GHG 
per service population (4.6 metric tons). The less than significant impact 
determination for Draft EIR Impact 3.2.2 would also remain the same, even 
with the GHG emissions reductions. 

Response C-6: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to account for the 
differences in the delivery of power between the TDPUD and CalPeco in 
terms of greenhouse gas generation. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2.4. Since circulation of the 
Draft EIR, PMC has employed updated greenhouse gas emission intensity 
factors derived from utility-specific data received from both CalPeco and 
the TDPUD, which accounts for the respective GHG emissions from each 
provider’s transmission paths, among other factors, to re-model projected 
greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter is referred to Appendix A, the 
revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, specifically subsection 3.2.3, Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures. 

Response C-7: The commenter requests that the Draft EIR assess potential environmental 
impacts associated with the installation of new TDPUD facilities.  

Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR provides a summary of the significant physical 
environmental impacts of general plan growth and infrastructure 
extension in the project area that the proposed new SOI would support. 
The Sierra County General Plan, Placer County General Plan, Martis Valley 
Community Plan, Town of Truckee General Plan, and Nevada County 
General Plan provide for land use development patterns and growth 
policies that allow for the orderly expansion of development to which the 
TDPUD could provide supporting electric and water services in areas 
within the District’s service area with the proposed SOI update. The 
associated general plan EIRs, subsequent project EIRs, or environmental 
studies evaluated the physical environmental effects of growth and 
associated infrastructure extension in the project area. The discussion of 
the significant environmental impacts is based on technical analysis from 
the Sierra County General Plan, Placer County General Plan EIR, Martis 
Valley Community Plan EIR, Nevada County General Plan EIR, and Town 
of Truckee General Plan EIR. 

It is also noted that it would be speculative at this time to identify what 
specific physical facility improvements (if any) would be required in the 
event that the TDPUD annexes areas in the District-preferred SOI and that 
are now served by CalPeco. For instance, the TDPUD’s current plans call 
for it to purchase and operate existing infrastructure in future annexation 
areas currently being provided electrical service, with little to no need for 
the construction of new improvements. However, Section 15145 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines directs that a lead agency should terminate its 
discussion of a subject in the event that a topic is too speculative to 
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conclusively make a determination on the matter. In this instance, the 
discussion is premature and speculative, as the specific engineering 
studies necessary to address this question have not been prepared and 
thus the potential impacts have not been further analyzed. Should the 
need for such utility improvements be identified in the future, project-level 
environmental review and compliance under CEQA will be required prior 
to their approval.   

Response C-8: The commenter states that CalPeco already serves electric consumers in 
the 3-square-mile Northstar area and the 25.5-square-mile area north of 
Truckee with existing facilities and that the Draft EIR should recognize the 
environmental benefits of the LAFCo-recommended SOI as it requires that 
no new facilities be constructed.  

As noted under Impact 3.3.1 in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, the TDPUD-
preferred SOI scenario would generally result in greater impacts than the 
LAFCo-recommended SOI given the larger extent of development 
potential. However, as stated on page 3.3-24 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project consists only of the establishment of a new SOI for the 
TDPUD as part of the mandated five-year Sphere of Influence review 
process for Nevada LAFCo, and no other actions (i.e., annexations, 
infrastructure extensions, or facility installations or improvements) are being 
sought at this time. Therefore, it would be overly speculative to specifically 
analyze the installation of new facilities; as such, an action is not proposed 
at this time. Should the need for such utility improvements be identified in 
the future, project-level environmental review and compliance under 
CEQA will be required prior to their approval. The commenter is referred to 
Response C-7 regarding the programmatic environmental analysis of 
growth and associated infrastructure needs of the area based on local 
general plans and their associated EIRs. 

Response C-9: The commenter recommends revisions to DEIR Section 3.2, Climate 
Change and Greenhouse Gases, in order to negate any negative 
inference regarding CalPeco’s ability to execute commercial 
arrangements to satisfy the California Renewables Portfolio Standards for 
the years after 2015. The commenter is referred to Appendix A, the revised 
Draft EIR Section 3.2, specifically page 3.2-28 under Impact 3.2.2, which 
contains a discussion that addresses this comment. For instance, as stated 
on page 3.2-28 of the revised Section 3.2: 

The purchase power contract involving Liberty Utilities CalPeco’s 
supply of electricity to its California customers guarantees the 
delivery of a specific and minimum verifiable amount of 
renewable energy (Smart 2012). The amount of guaranteed 
renewable energy for 2012 and 2013 is 20 percent (Smart 2012). 
The amount of renewable energy mix supplied to Liberty Utilities 
CalPeco’s California customers in 2014 is set at 21.7 percent, and 
in 2015 the renewable mix percentage is contractually set at 23.3 
percent (Smart 2012). A new renewable energy mix requirements 
contract has yet to be established for years beyond 2015. While 
Liberty Utilities CalPeco has yet to execute any contracts relating 
to its procurement of Renewables Portfolio Standard–eligible 
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energy for the years beyond 2015, Liberty Utilities CalPeco is 
actively exploring its options and is confident that it will be able to 
enter the necessary commercial arrangements to satisfy its 
requirements under the Renewables Portfolio Standard program in 
2016 and in the ensuing years... 

It is additionally noted that the growth accommodated by and 
envisioned within the respective general plan documents is anticipated to 
occur over an extended period of time, thus allowing all existing and 
future service providers time to adjust the level of service and portfolio 
composition appropriately to serve new demand while meeting required 
portfolio standards.   

Response C-10: The commenter notes that page 2.0-1 of the Draft EIR contains an 
incorrect statement.  

The Draft EIR has been modified to revise this statement, and the 
commenter is referred to FEIR Section 3.0, Errata. The following text has 
been added in Draft EIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-1, Project Setting: 

The TDPUD also provides power to the western portion of the Glenshire 
community through a distribution feed that is shared with NV Energy 
(also known as California Pacific Electric Company, LLC (CalPeco) 
dba Liberty Utilities). 

Response C-11: The commenter notes that Liberty Utilities has no corporate affiliation with 
NV Energy, Nevada Power, Sierra, or Sierra Pacific Resources and points 
out an incorrect statement regarding corporate affiliation on page 3.2-22 
of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Appendix A, the revised 
Draft EIR Section 3.2, specifically page 3.2-26, which amends the 
discussion of corporate affiliation.  

Response C-12: The commenter notes that the description of Area 6 on page 2.0-6 does 
not fully recite all of the facts surrounding the near-term sphere for electric 
service. The Draft EIR has been modified to address the comment, and 
the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 3.0, Errata. The following text has 
been revised in Draft EIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-6, to address this comment: 

Area 6: Includes properties owned by Union Pacific Railroad in Placer 
County south of Donner Lake following the route of the rail line. In late 
2010, Union Pacific Railroad (UPR) requested the TDPUD to provide 
electric service to certain new communication facilities which UPR 
was installing within the electric service territory then operated by 
Sierra. Sierra agreed to the TDPUD’s request on the basis that because 
of the location of the required incremental service for UPR and the 
location of the respective existing electric facilities of the TDPUD and 
Sierra, the most cost-effective way to build the facilities necessary to 
serve the incremental UPR load would be for the TDPUD to build the 
facilities. Sierra’s permission to allow the TDPUD to install new facilities 
to service UPR does not relate to the comparative ability of Sierra (and 
now CalPeco) and the TDPUD to provide electric service with existing 
facilities to the 3-square-mile Northstar area, the 25.5-square-mile area 
north of Truckee, or any other area which is assessed with this EIR. 
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Union Pacific Railroad (UPR) has requested service, Liberty Utilities has 
agreed to allow the District to provide service, and the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has given Liberty Utilities its 
approval. In 2012, the District applied to Placer LAFCo for annexation 
of these properties. 

Response C-13: The commenter reiterates that CalPeco supports the Draft EIR’s conclusion 
that the LAFCo-recommend SOI is environmentally superior to the District-
preferred SOI and further reiterates his suggestion for changes to the Draft 
EIR’s Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, in terms of the 
most up-to-date and appropriate data. The comment is noted for 
Nevada County LAFCo’s consideration, and the commenter is referred to 
Appendix A, the revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gases, specifically subsection 3.2.3, Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures, as well as to Response C-3.  
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Letter D Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD) 

Response D-1: The commenter requests that the Draft EIR review, consider, and compare 
the potential environmental impacts of GHG emissions if CalPeco were 
the electric service provider in the areas Nevada County LAFCo 
recommends removing from the TDPUD’s current SOI.  

As more fully described in the Project Description starting on page 2.0-5 of 
Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the “project” for which 
the Draft EIR has been prepared is the required update to the Sphere of 
Influence of the Truckee-Donner Public Utilities District (TDPUD) and directly 
the Public Review DRAFT Sphere of Influence Plan Update Truckee Donner 
Public Utility District (dated July 21, 2011; revised and republished 
March 21, 2012). The Nevada County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo) has undertaken the SOI update to satisfy their 
requirements under state law. The project as it is defined in Section 2.0 of 
the DEIR (consistent with published CEQA case law and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124) is not the direct comparison of the potential service 
providers against each other with the outcome the selection of the 
provider having the lowest level of potential or probable impact. 
However, the revised Appendix A does provide such data in the event 
that LAFCo or the public seeks to compare the potential emissions 
differences between the TDPUD and CalPeco. Additionally, CEQA does 
not require LAFCo to provide an impact analysis of the previous SOI 
boundary (existing condition).   

It is acknowledged that the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act does direct 
LAFCos in the setting of spheres of influence to determine which agency 
would provide the best overall service based upon LAFCo policy and the 
directives of the act. If LAFCo determines in this instance to retain the 
TDPUD SOI in a particular geographic area based on a determination that 
the TDPUD may be the superior service provider, then it is certainly within 
Nevada County LAFCo’s authority to make that decision.   

As identified in Tables 3.2-10, 3.2-11, and 3.2-12 of revised Section 3.2 
contained in Appendix A of this Final EIR, it is identified that based on the 
available data, the TDPUD would provide electrical services that generate 
less GHG emissions than generated by the current provider, Liberty Utilities 
CalPeco. However, it has been further determined that regardless of who 
the provider of electrical utility service is, the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

Response D-2: The commenter suggests that it is their opinion that the Draft EIR should 
contain additional information and reference to two documents: TDPUD 
Review Draft Sphere of Influence Update and Municipal Service Review 
and the TDPUD’s Report to Nevada County LAFCo in April 2012.  

It is noted that the first document is the “project” for the purposes of the 
Draft EIR and was the document which identified and proposed the 
LAFCO-recommended SOI boundary option. The analysis in the Draft EIR 
for the LAFCO-recommended SOI boundary option has been prepared as 
a result of the SOI boundary recommendation presented in that 
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document. The second document noted is a technical report prepared 
by the TDPUD and presented to Nevada County LAFCo as information. 
That document has not been referenced in the Draft EIR. 

The following text change is made to Draft EIR page 2.0-5, fourth 
paragraph: 

The LAFCo-recommended SOI for the TDPUD is described below and 
includes distinct sphere boundaries for each of the District’s services. In 
general, the LAFCo-recommended SOI does not include areas that 
are not expected or anticipated to require District services. As 
required by Commission policy, the LAFCo-recommended SOI defines 
the probable boundary of the agency’s service area 20 years hence 
(the long-term horizon) as well as a near-term development horizon for 
lands likely to be annexed prior to the next sphere review or update 
(typically within five years). The SOI also designates an area of 
concern to indicate an area in which the land use actions of one 
agency may have impact on another. The LAFCo-recommended SOI 
is based on the TDPUD Review Draft Sphere of Influence Update and 
Municipal Service Review. 

Response D-3: The commenter requests that the area within Placer County currently 
served by the Placer County Water Agency be excluded from the District-
preferred SOI. The comment is noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s 
consideration. 

Response D-4: Referring to Draft EIR Section 3.2, the commenter states, “Had the impact 
been properly evaluated the proposed project will result in a significant 
increase in greenhouse gas emissions that will have a profound impact on 
the environment.”  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 2.4 and Appendix A, the 
revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases. 
Section 3.2 has been revised from the most recent data available, including 
utility-specific information received from both CalPeco and the TDPUD. 
(Appendix A is considered to completely replace the original analysis in the 
Draft EIR, which is presented as Appendix B for comparison purposes.)  

Response D-5: The commenter states Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR fails to the use of the 
most up-to-date and appropriate data. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 2.4 and Appendix A.  

As noted in Master Response 2.4, updated emission intensity factors 
(including power source mix and more recent data) specific to CalPeco 
and TDPUD were solicited and obtained in April 2013. This data was utilized 
in the re-estimation of GHG emissions and is reported in Appendix A (see 
Tables 3.2-10, 3.2-11, and 3.2-12). The re-modeling identified reduced 
GHG emissions for both Liberty Utilities CalPeco (from 67,837 metric tons 
annually in the original Draft EIR to 61,808 metric tons annually [6,029 
metric ton reduction]) and TDPUD (from 45,130 metric tons annually in the 
original Draft EIR to 31,758 metric tons annually [13,372 metric ton 
reduction]). However, the Draft EIR impact conclusions for Impact 3.2.1 
would remain the same as GHG emissions would still exceed the BAAQMD 
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numeric threshold for GHG per service population (4.6 metric tons). The 
less than significant impact determination for Draft EIR Impact 3.2.2 would 
also remain the same even with the GHG emission reductions. 

Response D-6: The commenter suggests that the LAFCo-recommended SOI would have 
devastating economic impacts on the residents of the Truckee area. The 
Draft EIR is not required to consider the economic impacts of the project. 
The comment is noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s consideration. 

Response D-7: The commenter notes that page ES-1 of the Draft EIR contains an 
incorrect statement. The Draft EIR has been modified to address the 
comment, and the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 3.0, Errata. The 
following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section ES, page ES-1, to 
address this comment: 

The District currently serves approximately 12,500 water customers and 
13,000 electricity customers. The electricity department owns and 
operates approximately 133 135 miles of primary overhead and 82 83 
miles of primary underground electrical distribution circuits. Power is 
provided through 4 electrical substations and one distribution 
metering point and 15 distribution circuits throughout and is distributed 
from 17 distribution circuits throughout the greater Truckee area. 

The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-1, to 
address this comment: 

The electricity department owns and operates approximately 133 135 
miles of primary overhead and 82 83 miles of primary underground 
electrical distribution circuits. Power is provided through 4 electrical 
substations and one distribution metering point and 15 distribution 
circuits throughout and is distributed from 17 distribution circuits 
throughout the greater Truckee area. 

Response D-8: The commenter states that the District-preferred SOI would not result in a 
potentially significant impact in terms of conflicts with local agency land 
use policies and regulations since Nevada County LAFCo is not a land use 
agency and its policies are not land use policies.  

While LAFCo is not an agency empowered to directly regulate land use, 
the legislature made it clear in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act that 
LAFCos have major land use responsibilities in making their decisions, 
particularly to discourage urban sprawl and preserve and protect 
agricultural and open space lands (Government Code 56700, 56668(a)). 
As stated in City of Ceres v. City of Modesto (1969) 274 C.A. 2d 545 at 553: 

 LAFCO was created by the Legislature for a special purpose, i.e., 
to discourage urban sprawl and to encourage the orderly 
formation and development of local governmental agencies. In 
short, LAFCO is the “watchdog” the Legislature established to 
guard against the wasteful duplication of services that results from 
indiscriminate formation of new local agencies or haphazard 
Annexation of territory to existing local agencies. 
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Each LAFCo is required to adopt local policies to implement the 
mandates of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act under Section 56375(a)(1). 
Nevada County LAFCo has adopted detailed policies. Because LAFCo is 
required to consider land use, and particularly to discourage the 
premature conversion of open space lands, Nevada County LAFCo has 
adopted policies that disfavor the extension of development services to 
open space lands.  

As noted in the TDPUD comment, CEQA requires consideration of 
“Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of any 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation [of] an environmental 
effect.” The relevant LAFCo policies considered in this section of the EIR 
are clearly policies related to land use and intended for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating the adverse impact of premature conversion of 
open space and agricultural lands.  

In terms of potential significant impacts involving conflicts with local 
agency land use policies, the commenter is further referred to Draft EIR 
page 3.1-11, which states that the District-preferred SOI boundary 
proposes to maintain most of the area of the current TDPUD SOI for both 
water and electric service, as well as expand the electrical sphere to 
include certain areas. While the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electric and 
water service would include land areas that could utilize these services, 
the SOI update includes a substantial amount of designated open space 
in Nevada and Placer (Martis Valley Community Plan area) counties 
beyond what is proposed under the LAFCo-recommended SOI update 
(see Draft EIR Table 3.1-1). This would conflict with LAFCo general policy 2 
(Section III (Spheres of Influence (A)(2)) and was identified as a potentially 
significant impact in the Draft EIR. However, as stated on page 3.1-12 of 
the DEIR, implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.1.1 would ensure 
that if the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electric and water service is approved, 
large land areas that are designated as open space would not be 
included, thereby reducing the potentially significant impact to a level 
that is less than significant.  

Response D-9: The commenter states that the TDPUD’s provision of electric and water 
service is driven by entitlements and development plans as opposed to 
SOI boundaries instigating the first step toward development.  

The TDPUD is incorrect in arguing that “the District's SOls are simply an 
indication that the District has the ability, and desire, to provide water and 
electrical service to new areas” and are therefore not the “first step” in a 
series of action that could provide water and electricity to new areas. The 
SOI for a district is not generated by the District but by LAFCo. While 
certainly the ability and desire of the District are given considerable 
weight by LAFCo, Nevada County LAFCo is determining on behalf of the 
public as a whole whether it makes sense to allow a district the potential 
to provide service to a particular area. Even where the county or city may 
be willing to grant entitlements, LAFCo is not bound to allow the District to 
provide services that would allow the development to proceed. That is 
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the essence of LAFCo’s independent “watchdog” function. Therefore, the 
determination of a sphere is an important step in the process that 
ultimately leads to development and why environmental review of that 
sphere decision is necessary and required by CEQA.  

The commenter is referred to pages 3.3-25 and -26 of the Draft EIR, which 
state that growth inducement under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) 
is defined as: 

…the way in which a proposed project could foster economic or 
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. 
Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to 
population growth…Increases in the population may tax existing 
community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities 
that could cause significant environmental effects. Also…the 
characteristic of some projects which may encourage and 
facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the 
environment, either individually or cumulatively.  

A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential. 
Direct growth inducement would result if a project, for example, involved 
construction of new housing. A project would have indirect growth 
inducement potential if it established substantial new permanent 
employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, or governmental 
enterprises) or if it would involve a construction effort with substantial short-
term employment opportunities that would indirectly stimulate the need 
for additional housing and services to support the new employment 
demand. Similarly, a project would indirectly induce growth if it would 
remove an obstacle to additional growth and development such as 
removing a constraint on a required public service. For example, a project 
providing an increased water supply in an area where water service 
historically limited growth could be considered growth-inducing. 

Growth-inducement impacts are analyzed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. 
The proposed project only consists of the establishment of a new Sphere 
of Influence for the TDPUD, and no other actions (i.e., annexations and 
associated infrastructure extensions and improvements) are being sought 
at this time. Therefore, the proposed project does not result in any direct 
change to the physical environment that could trigger any significant 
environmental impacts. 

However, the establishment of a new SOI is the first step in a series of 
actions that could provide TDPUD electric and water service to land areas 
within Sierra County, the Town of Truckee, Placer County, and Nevada 
County that could support growth and development consistent with these 
agencies’ general plans and any development approvals currently in 
place. The commenter is correct that development is primarily driven by 
the land use provisions of local agency general plans. 

Response D-10: The commenter identifies a sentence from the Draft EIR as incorrect 
before recommending the same revision as shown in Response D-7.  
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Response D-11: The commenter notes that Table ES-1 does not differentiate between the 
Nevada LAFCo-recommended SOI and the TDPUD-preferred SOI in the 
Level of Significance Without Mitigation column. The commenter is correct 
in terms of Impact 3.1.1 determinations for impacts to local agency 
general plans, as both SOI scenarios were determined to result in less than 
significant impacts. The commenter is referred to pages 3.1-10 through -12 
for a full discussion of Impact 3.1.1.  

The commenter further states that the District-preferred SOI would not 
result in a potentially significant impact in terms of conflicts with local 
agency land use policies and regulations since Nevada County LAFCo is 
not a land use agency and its policies are not land use policies. The 
commenter is referred to Response D-8 regarding the rationale of this 
impact determination. 

Response D-12: The commenter provides language which they recommend for mitigation 
measure MM 3.1.1 of the Draft EIR.  

The following text changes are made to mitigation measure MM 3.1.1 on 
Draft EIR page 3.1-11 to include some of the suggested changes: 

Should Nevada County LAFCo wish to adopt the TDPUD-preferred 
Sphere of Influence for electric and water service, the sphere of 
influence plan shall include a policy that annexations will be 
approved only when water and/or electrical services are needed to 
serve development consistent with the land use designation of the 
subject territory indicates development potential that requires the 
support of water and/or electrical service. Current TDPUD District 
Code 5.53.010.2 states, “No service shall be provided without prior 
annexation approval from the appropriate LAFCo.” 

Response D-13: The commenter states, “Level of significance without mitigation should be 
CC, similar to Impact 3.3.0.”  

It is unclear what is meant by this comment. While there is no “Impact 
3.3.0” mentioned in the Draft EIR, the commenter does identify page ES-4 
as the referenced page. Page ES-4 of the Draft EIR correctly identifies a 
“cumulatively considerable” (CC) impact for Impact 3.3.1 and a “less 
than cumulatively considerable” (LCC) impact for Impact 3.3.2.   

Response D-14: The commenter notes that page 1.0-1 of the Draft EIR contains an 
incorrect statement. The commenter is incorrect in the facts of their 
comment. In 1998, Nevada County LAFCo updated the Nevada County 
portion of the TDPUD SOI and took no action on the portion of the SOI in 
Placer County. However, the Draft EIR has been modified in an attempt to 
clarify the action that occurred in 1998, and the commenter is referred to 
FEIR Section 3.0, Errata. The following text has been revised in Draft EIR 
Section 1.0, page 1.0-1, to address this comment: 

The Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD; District) is a 
multicounty special district that provides water and electric utility 
services. The current TDPUD Sphere of Influence boundary, which was 
established in 1983, with the Nevada County portion and updated in 
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1998 (Nevada County portion only), encompasses most of the lands 
within the Town of Truckee and adjacent unincorporated areas of 
Nevada and Placer counties. 

Response D-15: The commenter states that the Town of Truckee and the counties of Sierra, 
Placer, and Nevada should be listed as trustee or responsible agencies, as 
there are significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 

The proposed project would not specifically implement or directly result in 
the construction of any new facilities but would indirectly facilitate growth. 
Trustee state agencies whose resources could be affected by that growth 
include the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Legally there are 
no “responsible agencies” with direct discretionary approval power over 
the project here—the TDPUD Sphere of Influence. Only Nevada County 
LAFCo approves the sphere. Nevertheless the agencies that will issue 
subsequent land use entitlement—the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, 
Sierra County, and Placer County—certainly should take into account the 
sphere adopted by LAFCo for the TDPUD and this EIR in making their land 
use decisions. That is why this EIR has been circulated to all of these trustee 
and affected agencies for their comments.     

Response D-16: The commenter asks how information and mapping used from other 
completed environmental impact reports completed within the proposed 
project area is used to determine impacts of the proposed project.  

As stated on pages 1.0-1 and -2 of the DEIR, the lands involved in the SOI 
update are within the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, Sierra County, 
and Placer County, which are areas regulated by the Town of Truckee 
General Plan, the Nevada County General Plan, the Sierra County 
General Plan, and the Martis Valley Community Plan. (The Placer County 
General Plan defers to the Martis Valley Community Plan Land Use 
Diagram to provide the specific land use designations for the areas of 
Placer County (Martis Valley) affected by the proposed project.) Pursuant 
to Sections 15168 and 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines which address 
project and program environmental impact reports, respectively, and 
utilizing the provisions established via CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, 
Incorporation by Reference, this Draft EIR uses and draws upon the 
analysis and conclusions of these completed environmental impact 
reports associated with the land use designations set forth in the plans. 
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B) relating to 
cumulative impacts allows the use of impacts identified and assessed by 
a general plan to be utilized in place of a listing of specific pending 
projects within the project area. In this instance, the DEIR incorporated the 
growth assumptions contained within the respective general plans to 
determine the potential buildout assumptions for the purposes of 
quantifying the growth within the project area and identifying and 
addressing potentially resulting impacts.     

Designated land uses and development potential under the local general 
plans is identified in Table 3.3-3 through 3.3-5 (identify acreages and 
development potential in dwelling units and square footage based on GIS 
mapping data of general plan land use designation maps and the general 
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plan land use elements) of the Draft EIR and Draft EIR pages 3.3-24 and -25 
identifies how these general plans and their associated EIR are utilized in the 
analysis. The commenter is directed to revised Figure 2.0-2, LAFCo-
Recommended Sphere of Influence, identifying the Town of Truckee’s 
Sphere of Influence relative to the LAFCo-recommended SOI boundary. 

Response D-17: The commenter states that the letters from both the Northstar Community 
Service District and the Northstar Property Owners Association were not 
included in Appendix 1.0 of the Draft EIR.  

These letters are included as Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4 of this comment letter. 
However, these were not comment letters on the Notice of Preparation, 
which was what Draft EIR Appendix contains (in addition to the Notice of 
Preparation). Thus, these letters were not provided in the Draft EIR 

Response D-18: The commenter notes that page 2.0-1 of the Draft EIR contains an 
incorrect statement. The Draft EIR has been modified to address the 
comment, and the commenter is referred to FEIR Section 3.0, Errata. The 
commenter is referred to Response D-7.  

Response D-19: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to describe the objectives of 
the TDPUD, the purpose of the project, or the rationale for the proposed 
LAFCo-recommended SOI. The commenter suggests inclusion of the 
Public Review DRAFT Sphere of Influence Plan Update Truckee Donner 
Public Utility District and Municipal Service Review and the TDPUD’s Report 
to the Nevada Local Agency Formation Commission dated May 2012 in 
order to compare the magnitude of impacts in relation to the benefits 
anticipated in making the finding necessary to address the identified 
significant and unavoidable impacts.  

Nevada County LAFCo is the lead agency for the proposed project and 
therefore only the objectives of LAFCo, and not the TDPUD, are identified. 
As stated on page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR, the objective of the project is to 
update the TDPUD SOI as required by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 Sections 56425 and 56430, 
consistent with public service conditions present or reasonably foreseeable 
in the proposed SOI amendment area. As stated on page 2.0-5 of the Draft 
EIR, the rationale for the proposed LAFCo-recommended SOI is that it does 
not include areas that are not expected or anticipated by Nevada County 
LAFCo to require District services. As required by LAFCo policy, the LAFCo-
recommended SOI defines the probable boundary of the agency’s service 
area 20 years hence (the long-term horizon) as well as a near-term 
development horizon for lands likely to be annexed prior to the next sphere 
review or update (typically within five years).  

The Public Review DRAFT Sphere of Influence Plan Update Truckee Donner 
Public Utility District and Municipal Service Review is available at the 
Nevada County LAFCo website: 
http://www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/lafco/Pages/TDPUD---SPHERE-OF-
INFLUENCE-UPDATE.aspx. The TDPUD’s Report to Nevada County LAFCo in 
April 2012 was utilized in describing the TDPUD-preferred SOI that was 
evaluated in the Draft EIR. 
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Response D-20: The commenter notes that page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR contains an 
incorrect statement. The commenter is incorrect in the facts of their 
comment. In 1998, Nevada LAFCo updated the Nevada County portion 
of the TDPUD SOI and took no action on the portion of the SOI in Placer 
County. However, the Draft EIR has been modified in an attempt to clarify 
the action that occurred in 1998, and the commenter is referred to FEIR 
Section 3.0, Errata. The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 
2.0, page 2.0-2, to address this comment: 

The current SOI for the TDPUD was established in 1983, and the 
Nevada County portion was updated in 1998 (Nevada County portion 
only). 

Response D-21: The commenter notes that page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR contains an 
incorrect statement.  

The commenter fairly points out that the existing TDPUD service area and 
SOI boundary are not coterminous and may not be considered to be 
“almost coterminous” by some persons. This situation may further be 
confusing as the original SOI boundary for the TDPUD was a single unified 
SOI and with the proposed project there is proposed two separate SOIs, 
one each for electrical and water service. The Draft EIR has been 
modified to address the comment, and the commenter is referred to FEIR 
Section 3.0, Errata. The following text has been revised in Draft EIR Section 
2.0, page 2.0-2, to address this comment: 

The TDPUD electric service SOI was determined to be almost 
conterminous with the TDPUD’s electric service area; thus, the 
electrical service area is somewhat smaller than the District’s 
boundaries as it does not include the eastern portion of Glenshire. 

Response D-22: The commenter requests that Figure 2.0-1 show the Town of Truckee SOI. A 
revised Figure 2.0-2, LAFCo-Recommended Sphere of Influence, has been 
prepared showing the Town of Truckee’s SOI boundaries as suggested by 
the commenter. The commenter is referred to FEIR Section 3.0, Errata. 

Response D-23: The commenter requests the General Plan Land Use Maps for Truckee and 
Nevada, Placer, and Sierra counties.  

The commenter is referred to Figure LU-1 on page 2-9 of the Town of 
Truckee 2025 General Plan Land Use Element for the General Plan Land 
Use Map of the Town of Truckee. 
http://www.townoftruckee.com/index.aspx?page=470 

The commenter is referred to the following website for the General Plan 
Land Use Map of Nevada County. 
http://www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/igs/gis/Pages/General-Plan-
Maps.aspx 

The commenter is referred to page 4 of the Placer County General Plan 
for the General Plan Land Use Map of Placer County. 
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planni
ng/documents/commplans/pcgp 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Sphere of Influence Update – Truckee Donner Public Utility District Nevada County LAFCo 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2013 

2.0-88 

The commenter is referred to Appendix C of this document for the 
General Plan Land Use Map of Sierra County, which is not available 
online. It is noted here that copies of all of the general plans, the 
Community Plan and their respective land use maps incorporated by 
reference as part of this project are available for review and inspection at 
the Nevada County LAFCo offices during regular business hours.  

Designated land uses and development potential under the local general 
plans is identified in Draft EIR Tables 3.3-3 through 3.3-5 (identify acreages 
and development potential in dwelling units and square footage based 
on GIS mapping data of general plan land use designation maps and the 
general plan land use elements) of the Draft EIR. Draft EIR pages 3.3-24 
and -25 identify how these general plans and their associated EIRs are 
utilized in the analysis.  

Response D-24: The commenter notes errors associated with Figure 2.0-2. The Draft EIR has 
been modified to address the comment, and the commenter is referred 
to FEIR Section 3.0, Errata. Figure 2.0-2 has been revised to address this 
comment.  

Response D-25: The commenter states that when it is most economical for the closest 
electrical utility to provide service, the two electric utilities can enter into a 
Fringe Area Agreement and that the TDPUD is currently involved in Fringe 
Area Agreements. The comment is noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s 
consideration. The proposed long-term SOI for electrical services is based 
on compliance with LAFCo policies and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000. 

Response D-26: The commenter states that the addition of the Northstar area is proposed 
under the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electric service only and that fact 
should be made clear on several identified pages. The commenter is 
referred to Figure 2.0-4 of the Draft EIR located at the end of Section 2.0. 
Figure 2.0-4 clearly demarcates and shows that the District-preferred SOI 
does not include the Northstar area within the proposed water service 
area SOI of the TDPUD.   

Most of the pages identified by the commenter as needing more 
clarification of the fact that the District is not proposing the inclusion of the 
Northstar area in its water service SOI are contained in Section 4.0, 
Alternatives. As a point of clarification, two of the alternatives under 
consideration, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, do consider the inclusion of 
the Northstar area into the TDPUD water service SOI. However, Alternative 
2 and Alternative 3 are merely alternatives to the proposed LAFCo-
recommended SOI and District-preferred SOI and not the proposed 
project itself. No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended.  

Response D-27: The commenter states that since the Draft EIR does not clearly separate 
public and private lands in the area calculation, it overstates the potential 
impacts of these lands within the SOI. The commenter is referred to Table 
3.1-1 in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, which identifies the acreage and land 
use designation of the proposed SOIs (including the identification of 1,431 
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acres of designated forest areas under federal ownership). The total lands 
in state and federal ownership consist of the following: 

Sierra County Lands in State/Federal Ownership 
 LAFCo-recommended SOI: 0 acres  
 TDPUD-preferred SOI for water services: 0 acres  
 TDPUD-preferred SOI for electrical services: 1,431 acres  

Nevada County Lands in State/Federal Ownership 
 LAFCo-recommended SOI: 179 acres  
 TDPUD-preferred SOI for water services: 8,494 acres  
 TDPUD-preferred SOI for electrical services: 23,456 acres  

Placer County Lands in State/Federal Ownership 
 LAFCo-recommended SOI: 642 acres  
 TDPUD-preferred SOI for water services: 11,276 acres  
 TDPUD-preferred SOI for electrical services: 11,294 acres  

Draft EIR Tables 3.3-3 through 3.3-5 identify the extent of growth potential 
in the LAFCo-recommended SOI and District-preferred SOI, which is based 
on general plan land use designations and associated allowed 
development potential under each general plan and GIS mapping of 
general plan land uses. The total development potential shown in Tables 
3.3-3 through 3.3-5 does not factor existing development. 

Response D-28: The commenter states that the regulatory discussion on page 3.1-3 
regarding the Town of Truckee should include reference to the Town’s SOI 
not just the General Plan. However, unincorporated lands within the 
Town’s SOI are still under the regulation of Nevada County until they are 
annexed by the Town, and the applicable land use designations are still 
those of Nevada County until the time of annexation. It is assumed with 
this comment that the commenter is seeking the inclusion of information 
identifying and describing that the Town of Truckee General Plan and 
General Plan Land Use Map designate land uses in certain areas of the 
Town’s SOI with land use designations and growth assumptions. The 
commenter is correct that the Town’s General Plan does establish land 
use and growth projections for areas identified as PRD 1 and PRD 2, which 
are within the SOI area and have similar development potential as that 
established under the Nevada County General Plan used in the Draft EIR 
(PRD 1 provides for 38 dwelling units, while PRD 2 consists of a portion of a 
Planned Development area under the Nevada County General Plan that 
allows of a total of 276 dwelling units). However, DEIR Section 3.1.2 only 
establishes the Regulatory Framework for the analysis in the following 
document section and does not contain detailed land use data or 
narrative, nor does this section provide evaluation or analysis. As such, no 
modifications have been made to this section. The comment does not 
specifically address an environmental impact or present information that 
would change a conclusion of the analysis in the section.  

Response D-29: The commenter states that the LAFCo-recommended SOI would physically 
divide an established community. CEQA evaluates the physical 
environmental effects of a project. A significant environmental effect 
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associated with the division of an establish community under CEQA would 
involve the physical separation of a community such as the development 
of a highway (e.g., Interstate 80 is an example of division of the Town of 
Truckee), railroad line, or other physical that inhibits community interaction. 
Draft EIR page 3.1-9 identifies that both proposed SOIs would not place 
structures and/or land uses incompatible with existing land use or otherwise 
disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community 
and would not conflict with an applicable land use plan. The commenter is 
correct in stating the entire Glenshire community is provided electrical 
service by two different service providers. However, the provision of 
different electrical service providers within a community would not involve 
new infrastructure that would separate the Glenshire area (similar to 
different telephone service providers providing service to the same 
community). Thus, the proposed LAFCo-recommended SOI would not result 
in a physical change that would divide the Glenshire area. 

Response D-30: The commenter states that the LAFCo-recommended SOI would 
physically divide an established community. The commenter is referred to 
Response D-29. 

Response D-31: The commenter states that page 3.1-10 does not address consistency with 
the Town of Truckee SOI.  

 Impact 3.1.1 on page 3.1-10 of the Draft EIR evaluates whether or not the 
LAFCo-recommended and TDPUD-preferred update of the SOI for the 
TDPUD would conflict with local agency land use policies or regulations 
(including Nevada County LAFCo). The Town of Truckee SOI is not a land 
use policy or regulation, and the proposed SOIs (LAFCo-recommended 
and TDPUD-preferred) would not establish new land use designations, 
modify land use policies of the Town or County, or change the density or 
intensity factors applicable to the SOI area. The western and northern 
portions of the Town of Truckee SOI are currently within TDPUD boundaries. 
It is acknowledged that the TDPUD-preferred SOIs for water and electric 
service encompass the entire Town of Truckee SOI, while the LAFCo-
recommended SOI does not include the southeastern portion of the Town 
of Truckee SOI. The commenter is referred to Response D-28 regarding 
land use designations in the Town of Truckee SOI. 

Response D-32: The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 3.1.1 mandates 
actions to be completed by entities other than the lead agency and 
therefore Impact 3.1.1 should be identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 

The mitigation measure does not rely upon the actions of other agencies 
to achieve its ameliorative effect. The measure requires LAFCo not to 
approve any annexations into certain areas that are currently open 
space lands until actual development entitlements are issued for 
development in those areas. This assures that the services will not be 
extended prematurely into those areas until there is a demonstrated need 
for such services as evidenced by the issuance of entitlements. Therefore, 
mitigation measure MM 3.1.1 is appropriate and within LAFCo’s 
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jurisdiction. The commenter is referred to Response D-12 for changes 
made to mitigation measure MM 3.1.1. 

Response D-33: The commenter states that since the TDPUD receives hydroelectric power 
from Stampede Reservoir Dam, the open spaces from Stampede 
Reservoir Dam to Russell Valley and Hobart Mills could contain TDPUD 
facilities. As identified in Draft EIR Table 3.1-1, the TDPUD-preferred SOIs for 
water and electric service includes 1,800 acres of designated Open 
Space/Water in Placer County associated with the Martis Creek Lake 
National Recreation Area managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
New demand for water and electric service for development in this land 
area is not expected. Thus, this portion of the TDPUD-recommended SOIs 
conflicts with LAFCo policies regarding open space protection. It is noted 
and described throughout the DEIR that the District has both generation 
and transmission facilities currently existing within lands designated Open 
Space that could provide justification for LAFCo to include such lands in 
the SOI if it is determined that having them within the District’s boundaries 
could provide a service benefit. However, the commenter provides no 
technical analysis that supports the need to include such lands within the 
SOI area or which provides justification for the overriding of existing LAFCo 
policy for this purpose.  

Response D-34: The commenter states that the discussion under Impact 3.1.2 should 
disclose any policies discouraging growth in designated open space 
areas, though should note that if major infrastructure passes through or 
near such areas, it could encourage growth.  

Draft EIR Tables 3.3-3 through 3.3-5 identify the extent of growth potential 
in the LAFCo-recommended SOI and District-preferred SOIs, which is 
based on general plan land use designations and associated allowed 
development potential under each general plan and GIS mapping of 
general plan land uses. For instance, Table 3.3-3 identifies 12.9 acres of 
Nevada County–designated open space within the LAFCo-
recommended SOI as possessing no development potential. Draft EIR 
pages 3.3-25 through -52 summarize policies for the local general plans 
that address growth and infrastructure/utility services planning as well as 
provide mitigation of physical environmental effects of planned growth. 
Draft EIR Appendix 3.3 provides lists of the applicable local general plan 
policies addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.3. Therefore, the DEIR adequately 
discloses and considers the land use regulations that discourage 
development of the lands designated for open space. 

Response D-35: The commenter questions the use and application of the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) greenhouse gas significance 
threshold for the proposed project. 

 The BAAQMD thresholds are based on substantial evidence and are 
therefore proposed to be used within this analysis. The greenhouse gas 
emissions from land use projects expected between now and 2020 built in 
compliance with these thresholds would achieve between 21 and 29 
percent below “business-as-usual” (BAU) 2020 conditions and thus would 
be consistent with achieving an AB 32 equivalent reduction. (BAU is 
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defined as the pre-regulatory environment in terms of greenhouse gas 
emissions.)1  

 
Projects with greenhouse gas emissions in conformance with these 
thresholds would not be considered significant for the purposes of CEQA. 
Although the emissions from such projects would add an incremental 
amount to the overall greenhouse gas emissions that cause global 
climate change impacts, emissions from projects consistent with these 
thresholds would not be a “cumulatively considerable” contribution under 
CEQA. Such projects would not be “cumulatively considerable” because 
they would be helping to solve the cumulative problem as a part of the 
AB 32 process.  

 As stated on page 3.2-11 of the Draft EIR, the Northern Sierra Air Quality 
Management District (NSAQMD) does not currently have an adopted 
threshold of significance for GHG emissions. As stated on pages 3.2-10 and 
-11, utilization of the BAAQMD’s greenhouse gas threshold has been 
considered reasonable and appropriate by NSAQMD staff in the cases of 
recent environmental impact reports published in Nevada County, 
including the Rincon Del Rio EIR (certified on April 9, 2013). In addition, 
more recent direction from the NSAQMD (dated March 27, 2013) resulting 
from follow-up to this comment regarding appropriate greenhouse gas 
significance thresholds is described below (Longmire 2013):  

Since the NSAQMD still has not adopted GHG [greenhouse gas] 
thresholds for CEQA purposes, my opinion is that it is okay to use 
whatever established methodology or thresholds you would like to 
use to address GHG emissions.  

If you want to stick with BAAQMD the [Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District] methodology and thresholds, that is okay, 
too, as far as the NSAQMD is concerned. 

BAAQMD greenhouse gas thresholds provide an approach for 
determining if a project would result in greenhouse gas emissions that 
would not meet state reduction efforts under AB 32 (a 21–29 percent 
reduction of generated greenhouse gas emissions compared with 
business-as-usual conditions), which has been supported as an 
appropriate significance threshold approach under published case law 
(Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City of 
Chula Vista (Target Corporation), 2011 Cal.). 

It is further noted that use of the only other formally adopted GHG 
emissions standard in California, as promulgated by the San Luis Obispo 
County Air Pollution Control District, would not change the significance 

                                                      
1 The Scoping Plan establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to reduce California’s GHG 
emissions. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) determined that achieving the 1990 emission level would require a 
reduction of GHG emissions of approximately 29 percent below what would otherwise occur in 2020 in the absence of 
new laws and regulations (referred to as “business as usual”). In August 2012, CARB released revised estimates of the 
expected 2020 emissions reductions that identified a reduction in the projected 2020 emissions from 596 million metric 
tons (MMT) CO2e to 545 MMTCO2e.  The reduction in projected 2020 emissions means that the revised BAU reduction 
necessary to achieve AB 32’s goal of reaching 1990 levels by 2020 is now only 21 percent. 
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determination in this application, as the thresholds of significance are 
generally consistent with those used in the analysis of the DEIR. 
Additionally, use of the only other GHG emissions guidance protocol, as 
promulgated by the South Coast Air Quality Management District, also 
would not change the significance determination in this application for 
the same reasons. Until such time as the NSAQMD adopts a local GHG 
emissions threshold for the basin or provides further direction as to a 
preferred set of standards to utilize, use of emissions thresholds from other 
entities is the only available option for the analysis of greenhouse gas 
emissions in Nevada County. 

It is not clear why the District is concerned about the use of thresholds of 
significance, such as those of the BAAQMD, generated for urban areas. 
Significance of an environmental impact is usually judged relative to its 
environmental setting. Thus, as pointed out in CEQA Section 15064(b): “the 
significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For example, an 
activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be significant in 
a rural area.” If LAFCo were to develop its own threshold of significance for 
this area, if anything, it would likely be at a much lower level of GHG 
emissions than that set by the BAAQMD threshold to reflect the generally 
lower ambient level of GHG emissions in this area. Since the project already 
exceeds the BAAQMD threshold, it would certainly exceed any lower, 
locally developed threshold. In other words, there would be no change in 
the conclusion that the GHG impacts of this project are significant. 

The resultant GHG emissions of proposed project implementation were 
calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), 
version 2011.1.1, computer program. CalEEMod is a statewide land use 
emissions computer model designed to quantify potential criteria 
pollutant emissions associated with both construction and operational 
from a variety of land use projects. 

Response D-36: The commenter questions the use and application of the BAAQMD’s 
greenhouse gas significance threshold for the proposed project. The 
commenter is referred to Response D-35. 

Response D-37: The commenter states that the selection of the 4.6 metric ton per service 
population significance threshold for greenhouse gases is arbitrary and 
the 6.6 metric ton per service population significance threshold would 
have been more appropriate. 

 The 6.6 metric ton per service population significance threshold is 
identified for the analysis of general plan documents. Since the proposed 
project is not a general plan project, the 4.6 metric ton per service 
population significance threshold was employed. It is further noted that 
use of the general plan threshold for greenhouse gas emissions would not 
change the significance determination in this application. As stated in 
Master Response 2.4, the original analysis (Appendix B) identified a CO2e 
metric ton per service population ratio of 16.0 under the LAFCo-
recommended SOI and 11.0 under the District-preferred SOI. The revised 
analysis (Appendix A) identifies a metric ton per service population ratio 
of 15.2 under the LAFCo-recommended SOI and 10.5 under the District-
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preferred SOI. Therefore, project comparison to the general plan threshold 
of 6.6 metric tons per service population would still result in a cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact. 

Response D-38: The commenter requests that the discussion on page 3.2-21 of the Draft 
EIR be revised in order to clarify that the District-preferred SOI for water 
service does not include the Northstar area. 

This requested change was made in revision of Section 3.2 provided in 
Appendix A (see page 3.2-25). 

Response D-39: The commenter states that the greenhouse gas analysis on page 3.2-22 is 
not derived from the same land uses as identified in Table 3.3-4. The 
commenter further notes that the Draft EIR contains no mitigation that 
addresses automobile trips. 

 The commenter is referred to Appendix A, the revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, 
Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, specifically page 3.2-27. As 
stated on page 3.2-27 of the revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gases, the maximum growth potential assumptions for the 
District-preferred SOI are derived from Tables 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 of Section 3.3. 
PMC used GIS mapping data to develop these tables. As the District-
preferred SOI for electric service is larger than the District-preferred SOI for 
water service, the growth potential from the proposed electric service SOI 
largely encapsulates that of the proposed water service SOI, with the 
exception that the proposed water service SOI allows for an additional 59 
residential units in the area just east of the Town of Truckee. The commenter 
is correct that the Draft EIR contains no mitigation that addresses 
automobile trips. The regulation of automobiles is beyond the authority of 
Nevada County LAFCo, as is the regulation of land use patterns that affect 
transportation travel, which is within the jurisdiction of the Town of Truckee, 
Nevada County, Placer County, and Sierra County.  

Response D-40: The commenter questions the impacts analysis of the Draft EIR’s Section 
3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, regarding the use of the 
most up-to-date and appropriate data. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 2.4.  

Response D-41: The commenter questions the impacts analysis of the Draft EIR’s Section 
3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, regarding the use of the 
most up-to-date and appropriate data. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 2.4 as well as to Table 3.2-12 on page 3.2-27 of Appendix 
A, which addresses this comment.  

Response D-42: The commenter states that the TDPUD will be able to achieve the 
requirements of the Renewables Portfolio Standard since it is already 
meeting these requirements. The commenter further comments that 
Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) will most likely not meet these requirements. The 
commenter is referred to Appendix A, the revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, 
Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, specifically Impact 3.2.2, which 
contains an updated discussion of the proposed project and the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard. 
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As stated on page 3.2.29 of the revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, both 
CalPeco and the TDPUD are expected to achieve the mandated 
requirements of the Renewables Portfolio Standard program regardless of 
their respective SOI.  

As stated on page 3.2.28 of the revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, the purchase 
power contract involving Liberty Utilities CalPeco’s supply of electricity to 
its California customers guarantees the delivery of a specific and 
minimum verifiable amount of renewable energy. The amount of 
guaranteed renewable energy for 2012 and 2013 is 20 percent. The 
amount of renewable energy mix supplied to CalPeco’s California 
customers in 2014 is set at 21.7 percent, and in 2015 the renewable mix 
percentage is contractually set at 23.3 percent (consistent with the Public 
Utilities Code – 20 percent by year 2017). A new renewable energy mix 
requirements contract has yet to be established for years beyond 2015. 
While Liberty Utilities CalPeco has yet to execute any contracts relating to 
its procurement of Renewables Portfolio Standard–eligible energy for the 
years beyond 2015, CalPeco is actively exploring its options and is 
confident that it will be able to enter the necessary commercial 
arrangements to satisfy its requirements under the Renewables Portfolio 
Standard program in 2016 and in the ensuing years. The commenter 
provision of proposed rate increases proposed by Liberty Utilities CalPeco 
and its impact on ratepayers is noted. However, this does not support the 
assertion that CalPeco will not be able to meet the requirements of the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard. It is acknowledged in Appendix A that the 
TDPUD is expected to have a better renewable energy mix than Liberty 
Utilities CalPeco (see Table 3.3-12). 

Response D-43: The commenter states that Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR is flawed and 
contains no valuable information or analysis because it does not provide 
data on the amount of growth that could occur in the areas that lie outside 
of the LAFCo-recommended SOI yet within the TDPUD-preferred SOI.  

 The amount of growth between the LAFCo-recommended SOIs and the 
TDPUD-preferred SOIs is the difference between the total development 
potentials reported in Draft EIR Tables 3.3-3, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5 (which are 
based on local agency general plan land use designation maps and 
allowed development potential set forth in the land use elements). Using 
this data cited in the Draft EIR, the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electric service 
would accommodate an additional 13,069 dwelling units, 62.2 acres of 
additional commercial uses, and 6.4 acres of additional office uses. The 
TDPUD-preferred SOI for water service would accommodate an 
additional 7,575 dwelling units, 5.3 acres of additional commercial uses, 
and 5.4 acres of additional office uses. Draft EIR pages 3.3-25 through -52 
provide a thorough analysis of the environmental effects of this growth 
based on the local agency general plans and their associated EIRs and 
provides a comparison of which SOI scenario generates the greatest 
impact by environmental issue area. The commenter provides no 
countering analysis or evidence on why the conclusions of the local 
agency general plans and associated EIRs are not valid in addressing the 
physical environmental effects of growth. 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Sphere of Influence Update – Truckee Donner Public Utility District Nevada County LAFCo 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2013 

2.0-96 

Response D-44: The commenter provides a synopsis of the discussion of Impact 3.3.1 of the 
Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Response D-43 regarding 
comparison of growth impacts of the SOI options and to the discussion 
below in regard to the reality to the evaluation as to who may be the 
provider of any service within an area beyond the existing service 
boundary and LAFCo’s responsibility to make such a decision. 

The DEIR recognizes that there are other service providers which could 
provide service if the TDPUD does not. However, the purpose of this 
project is for Nevada County LAFCo to make a decision as to which 
service provider should provide that service in particular areas. 
Consequently for CEQA purposes, the project is to update the Sphere of 
Influence for the TDPUD, which may assist in the identification of a 
potential future service provider to these areas, whether through the 
TDPUD or another service provider. Regardless of who the identified 
provider is, provision of those services would facilitate growth. Therefore to 
comply with CEQA and provide a full disclosure of the potential impacts, 
LAFCo must start with the baseline of existing development and analyze 
those secondary growth impacts over the baseline. See Environmental 
Planning and Information Council of Western El Dorado County, v. County 
of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350.  

Response D-45: The commenter states that secondary impacts would not be significant 
and unavoidable as determined in the Draft EIR because growth will 
occur even if there is no SOI update. The commenter also states that the 
growth numbers and associated estimates on impacts are “hyped.” 

As stated on page 3.3-25 of the Draft EIR, in updating the TDPUD’s water 
and electric SOIs, Nevada County LAFCo is determining the probable 
physical boundary and electric and water service area of the District and 
is thus determining what future territory is eligible for annexation to the 
District. However, the TDPUD is not making any final determination to 
actually annex any territory to the District or specifically commit to the 
extension of infrastructure to service the update SOIs, and any actual 
annexation will require further discretionary review by Nevada County 
LAFCo. However, the establishment of new SOIs is the first step in a series 
of actions that could provide TDPUD water and electric service to land 
areas within the Town of Truckee and Sierra, Nevada, and Placer counties 
that could support growth and development consistent with these 
agencies’ general plans and any development approvals that are 
currently in place. 

Draft EIR Tables 3.3-3 through 3.3-5 identify the extent of growth potential 
in the LAFCo-recommended SOI and District-preferred SOIs, which is 
based on general plan land use designations and associated allowed 
development potential under each general plan and GIS mapping of 
general plan land uses (as cited under each table). The commenter 
provides no countering analysis or evidence that these growth projections 
are invalid or “hyped.” Estimations on traffic generation from planned 
growth in the area are based on traffic generation rates utilized in the 
Town of Truckee and Placer County based on local land use and trip 
characteristics (see Draft EIR page 3.3-50).  
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The impact discussions are a summary of the significant physical 
environmental impacts of general plan growth and subsequent 
development and infrastructure extension in the project area that both 
the LAFCo-recommended SOI and District-preferred SOI would support. 
The discussion of the significant environmental impacts is based on 
technical analysis from the EIRs associated with the general plans. 

The commenter is also directed to Response D-44 where the role and 
requirement of LAFCo to make a determination of who should be the 
service provider is again explained in light of its responsibilities pursuant to 
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and relative to the requirements of CEQA 
and the analysis of secondary effects. 

Response D-46: The commenter states that Section 3.3 is not based in fact yet rather on 
meaningless statistics that appear only to be included to create the 
illusion that there would be significantly greater impacts under the District-
preferred SOI scenarios. The commenter is referred to Response D-45. As 
noted in Response D-45, the technical analysis provided in Draft EIR 
Section 3.3 is based on substantial evidence (general plans for Sierra, 
Nevada, and Placer counties and the Town of Truckee, as well as the 
associated general plan EIRs and the Martis Valley Community Plan and 
EIR) consistent with the definition of substantial evidence under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15384. Thus, the Draft EIR is consistent with the analysis 
requirements of CEQA, and LAFCo would not be acting in an arbitrary 
and capricious manner in utilizing the EIR in support of actions regarding 
the TDPUD SOI.  

The commenter is also directed to Response D-44 where the role and 
requirement of LAFCo to make a determination of who should be the 
service provider is again explained in light of its responsibilities pursuant to 
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and relative to the requirements of CEQA 
and the analysis of secondary effects. 

Response D-47: The commenter states that Section 3.3 does not contain a discussion of 
the planned areas of growth within the proposed SOI scenarios and 
further states that there is no basis for the conclusion that a reduction in 
the SOI would reduce economic growth.  

 The commenter is referred to Tables 3.3-3 through 3.3-5, which identify the 
extent of planned growth potential in both the LAFCo-recommended and 
the District-preferred SOIs.  

 As shown on pages 3.3-51 through -52, the conclusion that omitting lands 
designated for development from the SOI would reduce economic 
growth is based on the concept that reducing the SOI would restrict the 
amount of growth by restricting the extension of electric and water 
service. Where there is no alternative public service provider, the 
reduction in the sphere could directly limit growth. In those areas where 
there are existing alternative suppliers, the impact on growth is more 
difficult to predict. For example, while the Placer County Water Agency 
can and does provide some water service in the Martis Valley, whether it 
would be willing to greatly expand its services to accommodate all of the 
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growth planned for the area is unclear. In order to provide full disclosure 
of potential impacts where there is this uncertainty, the EIR analyzes all 
growth impacts. 

Response D-48: The commenter states that the No Project Alternative analysis in Section 
4.0 of the Draft EIR is flawed as it is not consistent with CEQA Section 
15126.6(e).  

The purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project Alternative is to 
allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving a proposed 
project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. The No 
Project Alternative analysis in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR is adequate. As 
stated on page 4.0-2 of the Draft EIR, the No Project Alternative is required 
to be analyzed per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), which states that 
a discussion of the “no project” alternative will usually proceed along one 
of two lines [italics used for emphasis]. The proposed project is distinct 
from most projects analyzed under CEQA in that it does not propose 
direct physical actions affecting the environment but instead an SOI 
update as required by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000, Sections 56425 and 56430. Therefore, in the 
case of the project, the No Project Alternative does not proceed along 
either of the two lines described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). 
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act requires Nevada County LAFCo to 
update the SOI for all applicable jurisdictions in the county. If no update is 
completed, the current sphere plan would be out of date and violative of 
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000 Section 56425(g). Without a current sphere plan, LAFCo could not 
proceed with any annexations because it could not make the findings of 
consistency with that sphere. Therefore, the “no project” alternative 
would have the practical effect of limiting District service to its existing 
boundaries, i.e. a “coterminous” sphere.  

Response D-49: The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides no data to justify the 
conclusion that the No Project Alternative would not conflict with 
applicable plans. 

 The No Project Alternative would not result in any conflicts with Sierra 
County, Town of Truckee, Nevada County, and Placer County general 
plan and zoning designations and development standards, as the SOI is 
associated with the future provision of water and electric service and 
does not alter land use designations or local general plan policies 
regarding land use or growth. It is noted that while the project would not 
result in any conflicts with the various general plan documents or modify 
any agency standards or policies, limiting the provision of future water 
service might limit the ability of the respective agency to fully implement 
its general plan as adopted.  

Response D-50: The commenter states that the No Project Alternative is flawed due to the 
assumption used that CalPeco will achieve compliance with the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard. The commenter is referred to Appendix A, 
the revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, 
specifically to Impact 3.2.2, which contains an updated discussion of the 
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proposed project and the Renewables Portfolio Standard. The 
commenter is also referred to Response D-42 regarding CalPeco’s ability 
to attain the Renewables Portfolio Standard. 

Response D-51: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to identify the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  

 The commenter is incorrect. As stated on page 4.0-11, the No Project 
Alternative would have less adverse environmental impacts than the 
LAFCo-recommended SOI and the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electric and 
water services and would be the environmentally superior alternative. 
However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the primary objective 
of the proposed project, which is implementation of the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. Alternatives 2 
though 4 would provide environmental benefits in comparison with the 
TDPUD-preferred SOI for electrical service. Beyond the No Project 
Alternative, Draft EIR Table 4.0-1 identifies that the LAFCo-recommended 
SOI option have the least environmental impacts and would be 
environmentally superior alternative of all the options and alternatives 
evaluated. Thus, the Draft EIR does identify environmentally superior 
alternatives to both LAFCo-recommended SOI and the TDPUD-preferred 
SOI for electric and water services.  The following text changes are made 
to the Draft EIR page 4.0-11 to clarify this. 

Based on the evaluation described in this section, the No Project 
Alternative would have less adverse environmental impacts than the 
LAFCo-recommended SOI and the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electric 
and water services and would be the environmentally superior 
alternative. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the 
primary objective of the proposed project, which is implementation of 
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000. Alternatives 2 though 4 would provide environmental benefits in 
comparison with the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electrical service. 
Beyond the No Project Alternative, Draft EIR Table 4.0-1 identifies that 
the LAFCo-recommended SOI option have the least environmental 
impacts and would be environmentally superior alternative of all the 
options and alternatives evaluated. 

Response D-52: The commenter states that Figure 1 of Appendix 1.0 of the Draft EIR does 
not accurately reflect the TDPUD’s existing service territory within Placer 
County. As presented in the DEIR, it is acknowledged that Figure 1 is not 
reflective of the annexation of Placer County territory to the TDPUD as 
approved by Placer County LAFCo. The commenter is referred to Figure 
2.0-1 on page 2.0-3 of the Draft EIR, which was used in the analysis of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response D-53: The commenter states that Figure 2 of Appendix 1.0 does not differentiate 
Nevada County LAFCo’s recommended SOI from the TDPUD’s preferred 
SOI. The commenter is referred to Figures 2.0-2 through 2.0-4 of Section 2.0 of 
the Draft EIR for the distinction between the LAFCo-recommended SOI and 
the District-preferred SOI, which were used in the analysis of the Draft EIR. 
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Response D-54: The commenter states that Nevada County LAFCo must revise the Area of 
Concern or wait for related comments from the Placer LAFCo before 
certifying this EIR. The “area of concern” is not part of the SOI and does 
not establish any specific timing expectation for a future SOI expansion or 
annexation. Thus, the lack of establishing an “area of concern” in Placer 
County is not a violation of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000, and no physical environmental impacts 
would occur regarding the lack of establishing an “area of concern” in 
Placer County.  
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Letter E Mike Staudenmayer, General Manager, Northstar Community Services District 

Response E-1: The commenter states that the Northstar Community Services District 
(NCSD) supports the LAFCo-recommended proposal to eliminate the 
TDPUD’s water service SOI in the Martis Valley area of Placer County and 
objects to the District-preferred water service SOI. The commenter further 
states that there is no need for TDPUD service in the area. The comment is 
noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s consideration. 

Response E-2: The commenter states that the NCSD would support the District-preferred 
SOI encompassing areas to the west of Highway 89 and south of Donner 
Lake as well as areas in unincorporated Placer County that are currently 
receiving water. The comment is noted for Nevada County LAFCo’s 
consideration. 
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MTG Comments Received at the March 21, 2013, LAFCo Meeting 

The following are summaries of comments on the Draft EIR made at the March 21, 2013, LAFCo 
meeting and responses to those comments. 

Meeting Comment 1: Commissioner Anderson: Notes that the numbering on map 2.0-2 does 
not correctly correspond to the descriptions starting on page 2.0-5. Also, 
notes that a parcel depicted on the original LAFCo-recommended 
sphere map (the one prepared by M. Brandman and Associates) does 
not appear to be depicted on map 2.0-2.  

Response 1: Figure 2.0-2 has been corrected to match the Draft EIR description. 
While the figure color scheme and description have changed from the 
original LAFCo-recommended sphere map, the proposed extent of the 
SOI recommended by LAFCo staff shown in Figure 2.0-2 is the same. 

Meeting Comment 2: Commissioner Anderson: Observes that the TDPUD-preferred proposal 
triggers fewer GHG emissions. 

Response 2: The commenter is correct regarding total GHG emissions. Updated GHG 
emissions using data from the TDPUD and CalPeco are provided in 
Appendix A, which consists of a revised Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate 
Change and Greenhouse Gases.  

Meeting Comment 3: Commissioner Norsell: Suggests that LAFCo should consider including 
some of the areas in the TDPUD proposal in the long-term sphere.  

Response 3: The Draft EIR evaluates both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the 
TDPUD-preferred SOI for water and electric service at an equal level of 
detail that would allow LAFCo to adopt either SOI update or a 
combination of the two. 

Meeting Comment 4: Commissioner Flora: Remarks that there is a discrepancy between Draft 
EIR page 3.2-23 regarding the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) 
between the TDPUD’s report and the Draft EIR prepared by the 
consultant. The District’s report states a current RPS of 33 percent, and 
that it is likely to increase to 40 percent by the year 2014. 

Response 4: The Draft EIR utilized base available data and technical information that 
could be verified in the preparation of the greenhouse gas analysis in 
Draft EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases. As noted 
in Master Response 2.4, updated emission intensity factors (including 
power source mix and more recent data) specific to Liberty Utilities 
CalPeco and the TDPUD were solicited and obtained in April 2013. This 
data was utilized in the re-estimation of GHG emissions and is reported in 
Appendix A (see Tables 3.2-10, 3.2-11, and 3.2-12). The re-modeling 
identified reduced GHG emissions for both Liberty Utilities CalPeco (from 
67,837 metric tons annually in the original Draft EIR to 61,808 metric tons 
annually [6,029 metric ton reduction]) and the TDPUD (from 45,130 
metric tons annually in the original Draft EIR to 31,758 metric tons 
annually [13,372 metric ton reduction]). However, the Draft EIR impact 
conclusions for Impact 3.2.1 would remain the same, as GHG emissions 
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would still exceed the BAAQMD numeric threshold for GHG per service 
population (4.6 metric tons). The less than significant impact 
determination for Draft EIR Impact 3.2.2 would also remain the same, 
even with the GHG emission reductions. 

Meeting Comment 5: Commissioner Bender: Referenced the Draft EIR as it states the Liberty 
Energy RPS as 20 percent and the TDPUD RPS as 22 percent. He further 
noted the TDPUD report represents the Northstar load (RPS?) as 29 
percent.  

Response 5: The commenter is referred to Response 4 regarding RPS and re-
modeling of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Meeting Comment 6: Commissioner Norsell: Asks what standards the consultant uses to verify 
data. 

Response 6: PMC utilized data from the California Public Utility Commission and the 
California Energy Commission, which are referenced on Draft EIR pages 
3.2-25 and -26. 

Meeting Comment 7: Commissioner Flora: Can the commission direct PMC to use the District’s 
data?  

Response 7: The commenter is referred to Response 4 regarding RPS and re-
modeling of greenhouse gas emissions associated with RPS compliance. 

Meeting Comment 8: Commissioner Anderson: District asserts it can provide power more 
efficiently. Staff should provide (supplemental) information that will be 
useful for this.  

Response 8: Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Response 4. 

Meeting Comment 9: Commissioner Norsell: Economic impacts should be addressed in the 
staff report, not the EIR.  

Response 9: Comment noted. CEQA does not require EIRs to evaluate economic 
impacts of a project. 

Meeting Comment 10: Michael Holley, TDPUD GM: Notes that the E. Mulberg document was 
substandard and created conflict between the TDPUD and LAFCo. 
Remarks that electrical service is complicated and has long-term 
planning requirements. Feels that the EIR has some accuracy issues:  

 GHG portfolio data, for example. Contrasts the DEIR’s use of 2005 
data for the TDPUD vs. 2011 for Liberty. Says the TDPUD data has 
been provided to the CEC and PUC.  

 Use of BAAQMD model. Thinks it’s not applicable. Believes it’s not the 
only model available. Doesn’t question the calculation of metric tons.  

 Notes that there has been a big shift between 2005 and 2011 with 
the district portfolio. They now have no coal and a much better 
portfolio.  
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 The DEIR doesn’t adequately analyze the impacts of adopting the 
LAFCo-recommended sphere vs. the District-preferred sphere. He 
wonders how a conclusion can be reached that there are fewer 
impacts from retaining territory in the service area of a provider that 
is a higher polluter.  

Response 10: The commenter is referred to Response 4 regarding comments on GHG 
portfolio data. The Draft EIR did not utilize a model from BAAQMD. Draft 
EIR Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, used 
BAAQMD numeric thresholds for evaluating GHG emissions from growth 
within the proposed SOIs. The commenter is referred to Response D-35 
regarding the appropriateness of using this threshold.  

Draft EIR Section 3.2 (see Draft EIR pages 3.2-12 through -24 and 
Appendix A of this document) and Section 3.3 (Draft EIR pages 3.3-25 
through -52) identifies the difference between the LAFCo-
recommended SOI and the TDPUD-preferred SOIs for water and electric 
service. As noted in Response D-1, the purpose of the EIR is to address 
the physical environmental effects of the proposed project and not on 
current existing baseline conditions associated with electric service. 
However, the Draft EIR and Appendix A (see Table 3.2-12) identify that 
TDPUD electric service would utilize more renewable energy sources 
than CalPeco. 

Meeting Comment 11: Kerry Shea, Counsel from Liberty: CalPeco supports the EIR’s analysis. 
Points out that the GHG analysis uses a proxy for the state, rather than 
actual numbers. Questions the use of that data. Ms. Shea points out that 
during some of the GHG analysis in the TDPUD report, a proxy was 
used—46 percent coal statewide factor annual power content level. 
Ms. Shea suggests only using a proxy when it is appropriate.  

She further urged LAFCo and the consultant to look carefully at 
statements which have no backup. Speculation that Northern California 
utilities will have rate increases is not a basis for assuming CalPeco rates 
will also increase. Ms. Shea further stated consumer rates are governed 
by the CPUC, and there are safeguards in place about approval of 
costs. Ms. Shea stated CalPeco is a unique animal in that they reside in 
California, but are not part of the larger California system that includes 
such companies as ISO, San Diego, Edison, and PG&E. 

Response 11: The commenter is referred to Response 4 regarding RPS and re-
modeling of greenhouse gas emissions. 

Meeting Comment 12: Commissioner Bender: Notes that the area of concern in Placer County 
per the LAFCo-recommended option should be expanded, consistent 
with the Truckee Sanitation District’s.  

Response 12: Comment noted. The “area of concern” is not part of the SOI and does 
not establish any specific timing expectation for a future SOI expansion 
or annexation and would not alter the conclusions of the EIR.  
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section includes minor edits to the Draft EIR. These modifications resulted from response to 

comments received during the Draft EIR public review period and Nevada County LAFCo staff 

edits. 

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts and do not constitute 

significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. 

Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strikeout for deleted text). 

3.2 CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The following text has been modified in Draft EIR Section ES, page ES-1: 

The District currently serves approximately 12,500 water customers and 13,000 electricity 

customers. The electricity department owns and operates approximately 133 135 miles of 

primary overhead and 82 83 miles of primary underground electrical distribution circuits. 

Power is provided through 4 electrical substations and one distribution metering point 

and 15 distribution circuits throughout and is distributed from 17 distribution circuits 

throughout the greater Truckee area. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The following text has been modified in Draft EIR Section 1.0, page 1.0-1: 

The Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD; District) is a multicounty special district 

that provides water and electric utility services. The current TDPUD Sphere of Influence 

boundary, which was established in 1983, with the Nevada County portion and updated 

in 1998 (Nevada County portion only), encompasses most of the lands within the Town of 

Truckee and adjacent unincorporated areas of Nevada and Placer counties. 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The following text has been modified in Draft EIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-1: 

The electricity department owns and operates approximately 133 135 miles of primary 

overhead and 82 83 miles of primary underground electrical distribution circuits. Power is 

provided through 4 electrical substations and one distribution metering point and 15 

distribution circuits throughout and is distributed from 17 distribution circuits throughout 

the greater Truckee area. 

The following text has been modified in Draft EIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-1: 

The TDPUD also provides power to the western portion of the Glenshire community 

through a distribution feed that is shared with NV Energy (also known as California Pacific 

Electric Company, LLC (CalPeco) dba Liberty Utilities). 
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The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-2: 

The current SOI for the TDPUD was established in 1983, and the Nevada County portion 

was updated in 1998 (Nevada County portion only). 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-2: 

The TDPUD electric service SOI was determined to be almost conterminous with the 

TDPUD’s electric service area; thus, the electrical service area is somewhat smaller than 

the District’s boundaries as it does not include the eastern portion of Glenshire.  

The following text change is made to Draft EIR page 2.0-5, fourth paragraph: 

The LAFCo-recommended SOI for the TDPUD is described below and includes distinct 

sphere boundaries for each of the District’s services. In general, the LAFCo-

recommended SOI does not include areas that are not expected or anticipated to 

require District services. As required by Commission policy, the LAFCo-recommended SOI 

defines the probable boundary of the agency’s service area 20 years hence (the long-

term horizon) as well as a near-term development horizon for lands likely to be annexed 

prior to the next sphere review or update (typically within five years). The SOI also 

designates an area of concern to indicate an area in which the land use actions of one 

agency may have impact on another. The LAFCo-recommended SOI is based on the 

TDPUD Review Draft Sphere of Influence Update and Municipal Service Review. 

The following text has been revised in DEIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-6: 

Area 6: Includes properties owned by Union Pacific Railroad in Placer County south of 

Donner Lake following the route of the rail line. In late 2010, Union Pacific Railroad (UPR) 

requested the TDPUD to provide electric service to certain new communication facilities 

which UPR was installing within the electric service territory then operated by Sierra. Sierra 

agreed to the TDPUD’s request on the basis that because of the location of the required 

incremental service for UPR and the location of the respective existing electric facilities of 

the TDPUD and Sierra, the most cost-effective way to build the facilities necessary to 

serve the incremental UPR load would be for the TDPUD to build the facilities. Sierra’s 

permission to allow the TDPUD to install new facilities to service UPR does not relate to the 

comparative ability of Sierra (and now CalPeco) and the TDPUD to provide electric 

service with existing facilities to the 3-square-mile Northstar area, the 25.5-square-mile 

area north of Truckee, or any other area which is assessed with this EIR. Union Pacific 

Railroad (UPR) has requested service, Liberty Utilities has agreed to allow the District to 

provide service, and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has given Liberty 

Utilities its approval. In 2012, the District applied to Placer LAFCo for annexation of these 

properties. 

Figure 2.0-2 in DEIR Section 2.0, page 2.0-7 has been modified and is presented on the following 

page. 



Figure 2.0-2
Source:  Bing Maps, 2012; County of Nevada, 2012: Truckee Sanitation District, 2012
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3.1 LAND USE 

The following text changes are made to mitigation measure MM 3.1.1 on Draft EIR page 3.1-11: 

Should Nevada County LAFCo wish to adopt the TDPUD-preferred Sphere of Influence for 

electric and water service, the sphere of influence plan shall include a policy that 

annexations will be approved only when water and/or electrical services are needed to 

serve development consistent with the land use designation of the subject territory 

indicates development potential that requires the support of water and/or electrical 

service. Current TDPUD District Code 5.53.010.2 states, “No service shall be provided 

without prior annexation approval from the appropriate LAFCo.” 

3.2 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Since circulation of the Draft EIR, updated data was applied to completely revise Draft EIR 

Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases (see Appendix A). The revised Draft EIR 

Section 3.2, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, identified as Appendix A is considered to 

completely replace the original analysis in the Draft EIR, which is presented as Appendix B for 

comparison purposes.  

3.3 SECONDARY ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

No revisions. 

4.0 ALTERNATIVES 

The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR page 4.0-11: 

Based on the evaluation described in this section, the No Project Alternative would have 

less adverse environmental impacts than the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the TDPUD-

preferred SOI for electric and water services and would be the environmentally superior 

alternative. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the primary objective of 

the proposed project, which is implementation of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 

Government Reorganization Act of 2000. Alternatives 2 though 4 would provide 

environmental benefits in comparison with the TDPUD-preferred SOI for electrical service. 

Beyond the No Project Alternative, Draft EIR Table 4.0-1 identifies that the LAFCo-

recommended SOI option have the least environmental impacts and would be 

environmentally superior alternative of all the options and alternatives evaluated. 

5.0 LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROJECT 

No revisions. 

6.0 REPORT PREPARERS 

No revisions. 
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This section of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the proposed project’s effect on greenhouse 

gas emissions and the associated effects of climate change. The California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) requires that lead agencies consider the reasonably foreseeable adverse 

environmental effects of projects they are considering for approval.  

3.2.1 EXISTING SETTING 

EXISTING CLIMATE SETTING 

Since the early 1990s, scientific consensus holds that the world’s population is releasing 

greenhouse gases faster than the earth’s natural systems can absorb them. These gases are 

released as byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, waste disposal, energy use, land-use changes, 

and other human activities. This release of gases, such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), 

and nitrous oxide (N2O), creates a blanket around the earth that allows light to pass through but 

traps heat at the surface preventing its escape into space. While this is a naturally occurring 

process known as the greenhouse effect, human activities have accelerated the generation of 

greenhouse gases beyond natural levels. The overabundance of greenhouse gases in the 

atmosphere has led to an unexpected warming of the earth and has the potential to severely 

impact the earth’s climate system. 

While often used interchangeably, there is a difference between the terms “climate change” 

and “global warming.” According to the National Academy of Sciences, climate change refers 

to any significant, measurable change of climate lasting for an extended period of time that 

can be caused by both natural factors and human activities. Global warming, on the other 

hand, is an average increase in the temperature of the atmosphere caused by increased 

greenhouse gas emissions. The use of the term climate change is becoming more prevalent 

because it encompasses all changes to the climate, not just temperature. 

To fully understand global climate change, it is important to recognize the naturally occurring 

greenhouse effect and to define the greenhouse gases that contribute to this phenomenon. 

Various gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs), 

play a critical role in determining the earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters the 

earth’s atmosphere from space and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the earth’s 

surface. The earth emits this radiation back toward space, but the properties of the radiation 

change from high-frequency solar radiation to lower-frequency infrared radiation. Greenhouse 

gases, which are transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation. As a 

result, this radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is now retained, 

resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect. 

Among the prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are CO2, CH4, N2O, 

hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  

Table 3.2-1 provides descriptions of the primary greenhouse gases attributed to global climate 

change, including a description of their physical properties, primary sources, and contribution to 

the greenhouse effect.  
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TABLE 3.2-1 

GREENHOUSE GASES 

Greenhouse Gas Description 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) 

Carbon dioxide is a colorless, odorless gas. CO2 is emitted in a number of ways, both 

naturally and through human activities. The largest source of CO2 emissions globally is 

the combustion of fossil fuels such as coal, oil, and gas in power plants, automobiles, 

industrial facilities, and other sources. The atmospheric lifetime of CO2 is variable 

because it is so readily exchanged in the atmosphere.1  

Methane (CH4) 

Methane is a colorless, odorless gas that is not flammable under most circumstances. 

CH4 is the major component of natural gas, about 87 percent by volume. It is also 

formed and released to the atmosphere by biological processes occurring in anaerobic 

environments. Methane is emitted from a variety of both human-related and natural 

sources. Human-related sources include fossil fuel production, animal husbandry 

(intestinal fermentation in livestock and manure management), rice cultivation, biomass 

burning, and waste management. These activities release significant quantities of 

methane to the atmosphere. Natural sources of methane include wetlands, gas hydrates, 

permafrost, termites, oceans, freshwater bodies, non-wetland soils, and other sources 

such as wildfires. Methane‘s atmospheric lifetime is about 12 years.2  

Nitrous oxide (N2O) 

Nitrous oxide is a clear, colorless gas with a slightly sweet odor. N2O is produced by 

both natural and human-related sources. Primary human-related sources of N2O are 

agricultural soil management, animal manure management, sewage treatment, mobile 

and stationary combustion of fossil fuels, adipic acid production, and nitric acid 

production. N2O is also produced naturally from a wide variety of biological sources in 

soil and water, particularly microbial action in wet tropical forests. The atmospheric 

lifetime of N2O is approximately 120 years.3  

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 

Hydrofluorocarbons are man-made chemicals, many of which have been developed as 

alternatives to ozone-depleting substances for industrial, commercial, and consumer 

products. The atmospheric lifetime for HFCs varies from just over a year for HFC-152a 

to 260 years for HFC-23. Most of the commercially used HFCs have atmospheric 

lifetimes less than 15 years (e.g., HFC-134a, which is used in automobile air 

conditioning and refrigeration, has an atmospheric life of 14 years).4  

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 

Perfluorocarbons are colorless, highly dense, chemically inert, and nontoxic. There are 

seven PFC gases: perfluoromethane (CF4), perfluoroethane (C2F6), perfluoropropane 

(C3F8), perfluorobutane (C4F10), perfluorocyclobutane (C4F8), perfluoropentane (C5F12), 

and perfluorohexane (C6F14). Natural geological emissions have been responsible for 

the PFCs that have accumulated in the atmosphere in the past; however, the largest 

current source is aluminum production, which releases CF4 and C2F6 as byproducts. The 

estimated atmospheric lifetimes for CF4 and C2F6 are 50,000 and 10,000 years, 

respectively.4,5  

Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 

Sulfur hexafluoride is an inorganic compound that is colorless, odorless, nontoxic, and 

generally nonflammable. SF6 is primarily used as an electrical insulator in high voltage 

equipment. The electric power industry uses roughly 80 percent of all SF6 produced 

worldwide. Significant leaks occur from aging equipment and during equipment 

maintenance and servicing. SF6 has an atmospheric life of 3,200 years.4  

Sources: 1EPA 2011a, 2EPA 2011b, 3EPA 2010a, 4EPA 2010b, 5EFCTC 2003 
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Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere based on the lifetime, or 

persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. Gases with high global warming potential, 

such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, are the most heat-absorbent. Methane traps over 21 times more 

heat per molecule than CO2, and N2O absorbs 310 times more heat per molecule than CO2. 

Often, estimates of GHG emissions are presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which 

weight each gas by its global warming potential (GWP). Expressing GHG emissions in carbon 

dioxide equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect and 

converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO2 were being 

emitted. Table 3.2-2 shows the GWPs for different greenhouse gases for a 100-year time horizon.  

TABLE 3.2-2 

GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR GREENHOUSE GASES 

Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potential 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) 1 

Methane (CH4) 21 

Nitrous oxide (N2O) 310 

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 6,500 

Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 23,900 

Source: California Climate Action Registry 2009 

As the name implies, global climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, 

unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are pollutants of regional and 

local concern, respectively. California is a significant emitter of CO2 in the world and produced 

477 million gross metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent in 2008 (CARB 2010a). Consumption of 

fossil fuels in the transportation sector was the single largest source of California’s GHG emissions 

in 2008, accounting for 36.4 percent of total GHG emissions in the state (CARB 2010a). This 

category was followed by the electric power sector (including both in-state and out-of-state 

sources) (24.3 percent) and the industrial sector (19.3 percent) (CARB 2010a).  

EFFECTS OF GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE  

California can draw on substantial scientific research conducted by experts at various state 

universities and research institutions. With more than a decade of concerted research, scientists 

have established that the early signs of climate change are already evident in the state—as 

shown, for example, in increased average temperatures, changes in temperature extremes, 

reduced snowpack in the Sierra Nevada, sea level rise, and ecological shifts. 

Many of these changes are accelerating—locally, across the country, and around the globe. As a 

result of emissions already released into the atmosphere, California is anticipated to face 

intensifying climate changes in coming decades (CNRA 2009a). Generally, research indicates that 

California should expect overall hotter and drier conditions with a continued reduction in winter 

snow (with concurrent increases in winter rains), as well as increased average temperatures, and 

accelerating sea-level rise. In addition to changes in average temperatures, sea level, and 

precipitation patterns, the intensity of extreme weather events is also changing (CNRA 2009a). 

Climate change temperature projections identified in the 2009 California Climate Adaptation 

Strategy suggest the following (CNRA 2009a): 
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 Average temperature increase is expected to be more pronounced in the summer than 

in the winter season. 

 Inland areas are likely to experience more pronounced warming than coastal regions. 

 Heat waves are expected to increase in frequency, with individual heat waves also 

showing a tendency toward becoming longer, and extending over a larger area, thus 

more likely to encompass multiple population centers in California at the same time. 

 As GHGs remain in the atmosphere for decades, temperature changes over the next 30 

to 40 years are already largely determined by past emissions. By 2050, temperatures are 

projected to increase by an additional 1.8 to 5.4°F (an increase one to three times as 

large as that which occurred over the entire 20th century). 

 By 2100, the models project temperature increases between 3.6 and 9°F. 

Precipitation levels are expected to change over the 21st century, though models differ in 

determining where and how much rain and snowfall patterns may change (CNRA 2009a). Eleven 

out of 12 precipitation models run by the Scripps Institution of Oceanography suggest a small to 

significant (12–35 percent) overall decrease in precipitation levels by mid-century (CNRA 2009a). In 

addition, higher temperatures increase evaporation and make for a generally drier climate, as 

higher temperatures hasten snowmelt. Moreover, the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy 

concludes that more precipitation may fall as rain rather than as snow, with important implications 

for water management in the state. California communities have largely depended on runoff from 

yearly established snowpack to provide the water supplies during the warmer, drier months of late 

spring, summer, and early autumn. With rainfall and meltwater running off earlier in the year, the 

state may face increasing challenges of storing the water for the dry season while protecting 

Californians downstream from floodwaters during the wet season. 

According to the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, the impacts of climate change in 

California have the potential to include, but are not limited to, the areas discussed in Table 3.2-3.  

TABLE 3.2-3 

POTENTIAL STATEWIDE IMPACTS FROM CLIMATE CHANGE 

Potential Statewide Impact Description 

Public Health 

Climate change is expected to lead to an increase in ambient (i.e., outdoor) average air 

temperature, with greater increases expected in summer than in winter months. Larger 

temperature increases are anticipated in inland communities as compared to the 

California coast. The potential health impacts from sustained and significantly higher 

than average temperatures include heat stroke, heat exhaustion, and the exacerbation of 

existing medical conditions such as cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, diabetes, 

nervous system disorders, emphysema, and epilepsy. Numerous studies have indicated 

that there are generally more deaths during periods of sustained higher temperatures, 

and these are due to cardiovascular causes and other chronic diseases. The elderly, 

infants, and socially isolated people with pre-existing illnesses who lack access to air 

conditioning or cooling spaces are among the most at risk during heat waves. 
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Potential Statewide Impact Description 

Floods and Droughts 

The impacts of flooding can be significant. Results may include population 

displacement, severe psychosocial stress with resulting mental health impacts, 

exacerbation of pre-existing chronic conditions, and infectious disease. Additionally, 

impacts can range from a loss of personal belongings, and the emotional ramifications 

from such loss, to direct injury and/or mortality.  

Drinking water contamination outbreaks in the United States are associated with 

extreme precipitation events. Runoff from rainfall is also associated with coastal 

contamination that can lead to contamination of shellfish and contribute to food-borne 

illness. Floodwaters may contain household, industrial, and agricultural chemicals as 

well as sewage and animal waste. Flooding and heavy rainfall events can wash 

pathogens and chemicals from contaminated soils, farms, and streets into drinking water 

supplies. Flooding may also overload storm and wastewater systems, or flood septic 

systems, also leading to possible contamination of drinking water systems. 

Drought impacts develop more slowly over time. Risks to public health that Californians 

may face from drought include impacts on water supply and quality, food production 

(both agricultural and commercial fisheries), and risks of waterborne illness. As surface 

water supplies are reduced as a result of drought conditions, the amount of groundwater 

pumping is expected to increase to make up for the water shortfall. The increase in 

groundwater pumping has the potential to lower the water tables and cause land 

subsidence. Communities that utilize well water will be adversely affected by drops in 

water tables or through changes in water quality. Groundwater supplies have higher 

levels of total dissolved solids compared to surface waters. This introduces a set of 

effects for consumers, such as repair and maintenance costs associated with mineral 

deposits in water heaters and other plumbing fixtures, and on public water system 

infrastructure designed for lower salinity surface water supplies. Drought may also lead 

to increased concentration of contaminants in drinking water supplies. 

Water Resources 

The state’s water supply system already faces challenges to provide water for 

California’s growing population. Climate change is expected to exacerbate these 

challenges through increased temperatures and possible changes in precipitation 

patterns. The trends of the last century—especially increases in hydrologic variability—

will likely intensify in this century. The state can expect to experience more frequent 

and larger floods and deeper droughts. Rising sea level will threaten the Delta water 

conveyance system and increase salinity in near-coastal groundwater supplies. Planning 

for and adapting to these simultaneous changes, particularly their impacts on public 

safety and long-term water supply reliability, will be among the most significant 

challenges facing water and flood managers this century. 

Forests and Landscapes 

Global climate change has the potential to intensify the current threat to forests and 

landscapes by increasing the risk of wildfire and altering the distribution and character 

of natural vegetation. If temperatures rise into the medium warming range, wildfire 

occurrence statewide could increase from 57 percent to 169 percent by 2085. 

However, since wildfire risk is determined by a combination of factors, including 

precipitation, winds, temperature, and landscape and vegetation conditions, future risks 

will not be uniform throughout the state.  

Source: CNRA 2009a 
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3.2.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The adoption of recent legislation has provided a clear mandate that climate change must be 

included in an environmental review for a project subject to CEQA. Several GHG emission–

related laws and regulations are provided as follows. 

FEDERAL REGULATION AND THE CLEAN AIR ACT 

In the past, the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has not regulated greenhouse gases 

under the Clean Air Act (CAA) because it asserted that the act did not authorize the EPA to 

issue mandatory regulations to address global climate change and that such regulation would 

be unwise without an unequivocally established causal link between GHGs and the increase in 

global surface air temperatures. However, the US Supreme Court held that the EPA must 

consider regulation of motor vehicle GHG emissions. In Massachusetts v. Environmental 

Protection Agency et al., twelve states and cities, including California, together with several 

environmental organizations, sued to require the EPA to regulate GHGs as pollutants under the 

Clean Air Act (127 S. Ct. 1438 [2007]). The US Supreme Court held that the EPA was authorized by 

the Clean Air Act to regulate CO2 emissions from new motor vehicles. The Court did not 

mandate that the EPA enact regulations to reduce GHG emissions, but found that the only 

instances in which the EPA could avoid taking action were if it found that GHG emissions do not 

contribute to climate change or if it offered a “reasonable explanation” for not determining that 

GHG emissions contribute to climate change. 

On December 7, 2009, the EPA issued an “endangerment finding” under the Clean Air Act, 

concluding that GHG emissions threaten the public health and welfare of current and future 

generations and that motor vehicles contribute to GHG pollution (EPA 2009). These findings 

provide the basis for adopting new national regulations to mandate GHG emission reductions 

under the federal Clean Air Act. The EPA’s endangerment finding paves the way for federal 

regulation of GHG emissions. 

It was expected that Congress would enact GHG legislation, primarily for a cap-and-trade system. 

However, proposals circulated in both the House of Representatives and the Senate were 

controversial, and it may be some time before Congress adopts major climate change legislation. 

Under the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008 (HR 2764), Congress has established 

mandatory GHG reporting requirements for some emitters of greenhouse gases. In addition, on 

September 22, 2009, the EPA issued the Final Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule. The 

rule requires annual reporting to the EPA of GHG emissions from large sources and suppliers of 

greenhouse gases, including facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or more a year of GHGs.  

The following discussion summarizes the EPA’s recent regulatory activities with respect to various 

types of GHG sources. 

EPA and National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Joint Rulemaking for Vehicle Standards 

In response to the Massachusetts v. EPA ruling discussed above, the Bush Administration issued 

an Executive Order on May 14, 2007, directing the EPA, the Department of Transportation (DOT), 

and the Department of Energy (DOE) to establish regulations that reduce GHG emissions from 

motor vehicles, non-road vehicles, and non-road engines by 2008. 

On October 10, 2008, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) released a final 

environmental impact statement analyzing proposed interim standards for passenger cars and 
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light trucks in model years 2011 through 2015. The NHTSA issued a final rule for model year 2011 

on March 30, 2009 (NHSTA 2009). 

On May 7, 2010, the EPA and the NHTSA issued a final rule regulating fuel efficiency and GHG 

pollution from motor vehicles for cars and light-duty trucks for model years 2012–2016 (EPA 

2010c). On May 21, 2010, President Obama issued a memorandum to the Secretaries of 

Transportation and Energy, and to the Administrators of the EPA and the NHTSA, calling for the 

establishment of additional standards regarding fuel efficiency and GHG reduction, clean fuels, 

and advanced vehicle infrastructure. In response to this directive, the EPA and the NHTSA issued 

a Supplemental Notice of Intent announcing plans to propose stringent, coordinated federal 

greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards for model year 2017–2025 light-duty vehicles. The 

agencies proposed standards projected to achieve 163 grams per mile of CO2 in model year 

2025, on an average industry fleet-wide basis, which is equivalent to 54.5 miles per gallon if this 

level were achieved solely through fuel efficiency. California has announced its support of this 

national program. The final rule was adopted in October 2012, and the NHTSA intends to set 

standards for model years 2022–2025 in a future rulemaking. 

Fuel Efficiency Standards for Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles  

In addition to the regulations applicable to cars and light-duty trucks, on August 9, 2011, the EPA 

and the NHTSA announced fuel economy and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty 

trucks, which apply to vehicles from model years 2014–2018. Both the EPA and the NHTSA have 

adopted standards for CO2 emissions and fuel consumption, respectively, tailored to each of 

three main vehicle categories: combination tractors, heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans, and 

vocational vehicles. According to the EPA, this program will reduce GHG emissions and fuel 

consumption for affected vehicles by 6 percent to 23 percent. 

Energy Independence and Security Act 

On December 19, 2007, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) was signed 

into law. Among other key measures, the act would do the following, which would aid in the 

reduction of national GHG emissions, both mobile and non-mobile:  

1) Increase the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel 

Standard (RFS) requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022.  

2) Prescribe or revise standards affecting regional efficiency for heating and cooling 

products, procedures for new or amended standards, energy conservation, energy 

efficiency labeling for consumer electronic products, residential boiler efficiency, electric 

motor efficiency, and home appliances. 

3) While superseded by the NHTSA and EPA actions described above, EISA also set miles per 

gallon targets for cars and light trucks and directed the NHTSA to establish a fuel 

economy program for medium- and heavy-duty trucks and create a separate fuel 

economy standard for work trucks. 

Additional provisions of the EISA address energy savings in government and public institutions, 

promoting research for alternative energy, additional research in carbon capture, international 

energy programs, and the creation of “green jobs.” 
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Voluntary Programs 

The EPA administers a variety of voluntary programs and partnerships with GHG emitters in which 

the Environmental Protection Agency partners with industries that produce and utilize synthetic 

gases to reduce emissions of particularly potent GHG emissions. For example, the EPA’s National 

Clean Diesel Campaign (NCDC) promotes diesel emission reduction strategies. The NCDC works 

to reduce the pollution emitted from diesel engines across the country through the 

implementation of varied control strategies by working with manufacturers, fleet operators, air 

quality professionals, environmental and community organizations, and state and local officials 

to reduce diesel emissions. NCDC activities include developing new emissions standards for 

locomotive and marine diesel engines, and promoting the reduction of emissions for existing 

diesel engines, including use of cleaner fuels, retrofitting and repairing existing fleets, and idling 

reduction, among others. The EPA also administers the State and Local Climate and Energy 

Program, which provides technical assistance, analytical tools, and outreach support to state, 

local, and tribal governments. 

Other Applicable Regulations and Policies 

In addition to the federal regulations and programs described above, there are still more 

policies and programs to address climate change. A database compiled by the International 

Energy Agency lists more than 300 policies and measures addressing climate change in the 

United States. 

STATE REGULATION  

California has adopted various administrative initiatives and also enacted a variety of legislation 

relating to climate change, much of which sets aggressive goals for GHG emissions reductions 

within the state. However, none of this legislation provides definitive direction regarding the 

treatment of climate change in the environmental review documents prepared under CEQA. In 

particular, the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines do not require or suggest specific 

methodologies for performing an assessment or thresholds of significance and do not specify 

greenhouse gas reduction mitigation measures. Instead, the CEQA amendments continue to 

rely on lead agencies to choose methodologies and make significance determinations based 

on substantial evidence, as discussed in further detail below. In addition, no state agency has 

promulgated binding regulations for analyzing GHG emissions, determining their significance, or 

mitigating any significant effects in CEQA documents. Thus, lead agencies exercise their 

discretion determining how to analyze greenhouse gases. 

The discussion below provides a brief overview of California Air Resources Board (CARB) and 

Office of Planning and Research (OPR) documents and of the primary legislation relating to 

climate change that may affect the emissions associated with the proposed project. It begins 

with an overview of the primary regulatory acts that have driven GHG regulation and analysis in 

California. 

Executive Order S-3-05 (Statewide GHG Targets) 

California Executive Order S-03-05 (June 1, 2005) mandates a reduction of GHG emissions to 

2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

Although the 2020 target has been incorporated into legislation (AB 32), the 2050 target remains 

only a goal of the Executive Order. 
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Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) 32 (Health and Safety Code 

Sections 38500, 38501, 28510, 38530, 38550, 38560, 38561–38565, 38570, 38571, 38574, 38580, 

38590, 38592–38599) was signed into law in September 2006 after considerable study and expert 

testimony before the legislature. The law instructs CARB to develop and enforce regulations for 

the reporting and verifying of statewide GHG emissions. The act directed CARB to set a GHG 

emissions limit based on 1990 levels, to be achieved by 2020. The bill set a timeline for adopting a 

scoping plan for achieving GHG reductions in a technologically and economically feasible 

manner.   

The heart of the bill is the requirement that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels 

by 2020. Based on CARB’s calculation of 1990 baseline emissions levels, California must reduce 

GHG emissions by approximately 29 percent below “business-as-usual” predictions of year 2020 

GHG emissions to achieve this goal. 

The bill required CARB to adopt rules and regulations in an open public process to achieve the 

maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG reductions. CARB accomplished the 

key milestones set forth in AB 32, including the following: 

 June 30, 2007. Identification of discrete early action GHG emissions reduction measures. 

On June 21, 2007, CARB satisfied this requirement by approving three early action 

measures. These were later supplemented by adding six other discrete early action 

measures. 

 January 1, 2008. Identification of the 1990 baseline GHG emissions level, approval of a 

statewide limit equivalent to that level, and adoption of reporting and verification 

requirements concerning GHG emissions. On December 6, 2007, CARB approved a 

statewide limit on GHG emissions levels for the year 2020 consistent with the determined 

1990 baseline. 

 January 1, 2009. Adoption of a scoping plan for achieving GHG emission reductions. On 

December 11, 2008, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for 

Change (Scoping Plan), discussed in more detail below. 

 January 1, 2010. Adoption and enforcement of regulations to implement the “discrete” 

actions. Several early action measures have been adopted and became effective on 

January 1, 2010. 

 January 1, 2011. Adoption of GHG emissions limits and reduction measures by regulation. 

On October 28, 2010, CARB released its proposed cap-and-trade regulations, which 

would cover sources of approximately 85 percent of California’s GHG emissions (CARB 

2010b). CARB’s board ordered CARB’s executive director to prepare a final regulatory 

package for cap and trade on December 16, 2010. 

 January 1, 2012. GHG emissions limits and reduction measures adopted in 2011 become 

enforceable. 

AB 32 Scoping Plan  

As noted above, on December 11, 2008, CARB adopted the Scoping Plan to achieve the goals 

of AB 32. The Scoping Plan establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be 
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adopted to reduce California’s GHG emissions. CARB determined that achieving the 1990 

emission level would require a reduction of GHG emissions of approximately 29 percent below 

what would otherwise occur in 2020 in the absence of new laws and regulations (referred to as 

“business as usual”). The Scoping Plan evaluates opportunities for sector-specific reductions, 

integrates all CARB and Climate Action Team early actions and additional GHG reduction 

measures by both entities, identifies additional measures to be pursued as regulations, and 

outlines the role of a cap-and-trade program. Additional development of these measures and 

adoption of the appropriate regulations will occur through the end of year 2013. The key 

elements of the Scoping Plan include: 

 Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and 

appliance standards; 

 Achieving a statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent; 

 Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate 

Initiative partner programs to create a regional market system and caps sources 

contributing 85 percent of California’s GHG emissions; 

 Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout 

California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets; 

 Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing state laws and policies, 

including California’s clean car standards, heavy-duty truck measures, and the Low 

Carbon Fuel Standard; and 

 Creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high 

global warming potential gases, and a fee to fund the administrative costs of the State 

of California’s long-term commitment to AB 32 implementation (CARB 2008a). 

In 2009, a coalition of special interest groups brought a challenge to the Scoping Plan alleging 

that it violated AB 32 and that the environmental review document (called a “Functional 

Equivalent Document”) violated CEQA by failing to appropriately analyze alternatives to the 

proposed cap-and-trade program. On May 20, 2011, the San Francisco Superior Court entered a 

final judgment ordering that CARB take no further action with respect to cap-and-trade 

rulemaking until it complies with CEQA. While CARB disagrees with the trial court finding and 

appealed the decision on May 23, 2011, in order to remove any doubt about the matter and in 

keeping with CARB’s interest in public participation and informed decision-making, CARB 

revisited the alternatives. The revised analysis includes the five alternatives included in the 

original environmental analysis: a “no project” alternative (that is, taking no action at all); a plan 

relying on a cap-and-trade program for the sectors included in a cap; a plan relying more on 

source-specific regulatory requirements with no cap-and-trade component; a plan relying on a 

carbon fee or tax; and a plan relying on a variety of proposed strategies and measures. The 

public hearing to consider approval of the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent Document 

and the AB 32 Scoping Plan was held on August 24, 2011. On this date, CARB re-approved the 

Scoping Plan. 

In August 2012, CARB released revised estimates of the expected 2020 emissions reductions. The 

revised analysis relies on emissions projections updated in light of current economic forecasts 

which account for the economic downturn since 2008 as well as reduction measures already 

approved and put in place. This reduced the projected 2020 emissions from 596 million metric 

tons (MMT) CO2e to 545 MMTCO2e. The reduction in projected 2020 emissions means that the 
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revised business-as-usual (BAU) reduction necessary to achieve AB 32’s goal of reaching 1990 

levels by 2020 is now only 21 percent. 

Assembly Bill 1493 

Assembly Bill 1493 (“the Pavley Standard” or AB 1493) (Health and Safety Code Sections 42823 

and 43018.5) required CARB to adopt regulations by January 1, 2005, to reduce GHG emissions 

from noncommercial passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks of model year 2009 through 2016. 

The bill also required the California Climate Action Registry to develop and adopt protocols for 

the reporting and certification of GHG emissions reductions from mobile sources for use by CARB 

in granting emissions reduction credits. The bill authorizes CARB to grant emissions reduction 

credits for reductions in GHG emissions prior to the date of enforcement of regulations, using 

model year 2000 as the baseline for reduction. 

In 2004, CARB applied to the EPA for a waiver under the federal Clean Air Act to authorize 

implementation of these regulations. The waiver request was formally denied by the EPA in 

December 2007 after California filed suit to prompt federal action. In January 2008, the 

California Attorney General filed a new lawsuit against the EPA for denying California’s request 

for a waiver to regulate and limit GHG emissions from these vehicles. In January 2009, President 

Barack Obama issued a directive to the EPA to reconsider California’s request for a waiver. On 

June 30, 2009, the EPA granted the waiver to California for its GHG emission standards for motor 

vehicles. As part of this waiver, the EPA specified the provision that CARB may not hold a 

manufacturer liable or responsible for any noncompliance caused by emission debits generated 

by a manufacturer for the 2009 model year. CARB has adopted a new approach to passenger 

vehicles—cars and light trucks—by combining the control of smog-causing pollutants and GHG 

emissions into a single coordinated package of standards. The new approach also includes 

efforts to support and accelerate the numbers of plug-in hybrids and zero-emission vehicles in 

California. These standards will apply to all passenger and light-duty trucks used by customers, 

employees of, and deliveries to the proposed project. 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

Executive Order S-01-07 (January 18, 2007) requires a 10 percent or greater reduction in the 

average fuel carbon intensity (CI) for transportation fuels in California regulated by CARB. CARB 

identified the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) as a discrete early action item under AB 32, and 

the final resolution (09-31) was issued on April 23, 2009. In 2009, CARB approved for adoption of 

the LCFS regulation, which became fully effective in April 2010 and is codified at Title 17, 

California Code of Regulations, Sections 95480–95490. The Low Carbon Fuel Standard will reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the CI of transportation fuels used in California by at least 

10 percent by 2020. CI is a measure of the GHG emissions associated with the various 

production, distribution, and use steps in the “life cycle” of a transportation fuel.  

On December 29, 2011, the US District Court for the Eastern District of California issued several 

rulings in the federal lawsuits challenging the LCFS. One of the district court’s rulings preliminarily 

enjoined CARB from enforcing the regulation. In January 2012, CARB appealed that decision to 

the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals and then moved to stay the injunction pending resolution of 

the appeal. On April 23, 2012, the Ninth Circuit granted CARB’s motion for a stay of the 

injunction while it continues to consider CARB’s appeal of the lower court’s decision. 
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Clean Cars 

In January 2012, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars Program, a new emissions-control 

program for model years 2017–2025. The program combines the control of smog, soot, and GHG 

emissions with requirements for greater numbers of zero-emission vehicles. By 2025, when the 

rules will be fully implemented, the new automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer global warming 

gases and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions. 

Senate Bill 375  

SB 375 (codified at Government Code and Public Resources Code1), signed in September 2008, 

provides for a new planning process to coordinate land use planning, regional transportation 

plans, and funding priorities in order to help California meet the GHG reduction goals established 

in AB 32. SB 375 will be implemented over the next several years and includes provisions for 

streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects such as transit-oriented development. SB 375 also 

requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to incorporate a “sustainable communities 

strategy” (SCS) in their regional transportation plans (RTPs) that will achieve GHG emission 

reduction targets by reducing vehicle miles traveled from light-duty vehicles through the 

development of more compact, complete, and efficient communities. 

SB 375 is similar to the Regional Blueprint Planning Program, established by the California 

Department of Transportation, which provides discretionary grants to fund regional transportation 

and land use plans voluntarily developed by MPOs working in cooperation with councils of 

governments. The Scoping Plan relies on the requirements of SB 375 to implement the carbon 

emissions reductions anticipated from land use decisions. 

California Building Energy Efficiency Standards 

Energy conservation standards for new residential and commercial buildings were originally 

adopted by the California Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission in 

June 1977 and most recently revised in 2008 (Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations 

(CCR)). In general, Title 24 requires the design of building shells and building components to 

conserve energy. The standards are updated periodically to allow for consideration and 

possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods.  

On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green 

building standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11, Title 24) was adopted 

as part of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24, California Code of Regulations). Part 

11 establishes voluntary standards on planning and design for sustainable site development, 

energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water conservation, 

material conservation, and internal air contaminants. Some of these standards have become 

mandatory in the 2010 edition of the Part 11 code. Current mandatory standards include: 

 Twenty (20) percent mandatory reduction in indoor water use, with voluntary goal 

standards for 30, 35, and 40 percent reductions 

 Separate water meters for nonresidential buildings’ indoor and outdoor water use, with a 

requirement for moisture-sensing irrigation systems for larger landscape projects 

                                                      
1 Senate Bill 375 is codified at Government Code Sections 65080, 65400, 65583, 65584.01, 65584.02, 65584.04, 65587, 65588, 

14522.1, 14522.2, and 65080.01 as well as Public Resources Code Sections 21061.3 and 21159.28 and Chapter 4.2. 
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 Diversion of 50 percent of construction waste from landfills, increasing voluntarily to 65 

and 75 percent for new homes and 80 percent for commercial projects 

 Mandatory inspections of energy systems (i.e., heat furnace, air conditioner, mechanical 

equipment) for nonresidential buildings over 10,000 square feet to ensure that all are 

working at their maximum capacity according to their design efficiencies 

 Low-pollutant emitting interior finish materials such as paints, carpet, vinyl flooring, and 

particle board 

The California Energy Commission has opened a public process and rulemaking proceeding for 

the adoption of changes to the 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards contained in the 

California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6 (also known as the California Energy Code) and 

associated administrative regulations in Part 1 (collectively referred to here as the standards). 

The proposed amended standards will be adopted in 2014. The 2013 Building Energy Efficiency 

Standards are 25 percent more efficient than previous standards for residential construction and 

30 percent better for nonresidential construction. The standards, which take effect on January 1, 

2014, will offer builders better windows, insulation, lighting, ventilation systems, and other features 

that reduce energy consumption in homes and businesses. 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (Senate Bill 1078, Senate Bill 107, and Senate Bill X1-2) 

Established in 2002 under SB 1078, and accelerated in 2006 under SB 107 and again in 2011 

under SBX1-2, California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires retail sellers of electric 

services to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of 

total retail sales by 2020. The 33 percent standard is consistent with the RPS goal established in 

the Scoping Plan. As interim measures, the RPS requires 20 percent of retail sales to be sourced 

from renewable energy by 2013, and 25 percent by 2016. Initially, the RPS provisions applied to 

investor-owned utilities, community choice aggregators, and electric service providers. SBX1-2 

added, for the first time, publicly owned utilities to the entities subject to the RPS. However, local 

publicly owned electric utilities, such as the Truckee Donner Public Utility District (TDPUD), are 

required to implement a Renewables Portfolio Standard, but are given flexibility in developing 

utility‐specific targets, timelines, and resource eligibility rules (CEC 2008). The expected growth in 

the RPS to meet the standards in effect in 2008 is not reflected in the BAU calculation in the 

AB 32 Scoping Plan. In other words, the Scoping Plan’s 2020 business as usual does not take 

credit for implementation of the RPS that occurred after its adoption. 

LOCAL 

Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District  

The project is under jurisdiction of the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD), 

which regulates air quality according to the standards established in the federal and state 

Clean Air Acts and amendments to those acts. The NSAQMD comprises three contiguous, 

mountainous, rural counties in northeastern California (Nevada, Sierra, and Plumas counties) and 

regulates air quality through its permitting authority and through air quality–related planning and 

review activities over most types of stationary emission sources. 

The NSAQMD has not yet established significance thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions from 

project operations. 
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3.2.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Per Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to climate change are considered 

significant if implementation of the proposed project would result in any of the following: 

1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment. 

2) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

To meet the GHG emission targets of AB 32, California would need to generate less GHG emissions 

in the future than current levels. It is recognized, however, that for most projects there is no simple 

metric available to determine if a single project would substantially increase or decrease overall 

GHG emission levels or conflict with the goals of AB 32. Preliminary guidance from the Office of 

Planning and Research (OPR) and recent letters from the Attorney General critical of CEQA 

documents that have taken different approaches indicate that lead agencies should calculate, 

or estimate, emissions from vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water conveyance and 

treatment, waste generation, and construction activities.  

Addressing GHG generation impacts requires an agency to make a determination as to what 

constitutes a significant impact. The amendments to the CEQA Guidelines specifically allow lead 

agencies to determine thresholds of significance that illustrate the extent of an impact and are a 

basis from which to apply mitigation measures. This means that each agency is left to determine if 

a project’s GHG emissions will have a “significant” impact on the environment. The guidelines 

direct that agencies are to use “careful judgment” and “make a good-faith effort, based to the 

extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate” the project’s 

GHG emissions (14 CCR Section 15064.4(a)).  

In its Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (FSOR) accompanying the CEQA 

Amendments, the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA 2009b) explains that 

quantification of GHG emissions “is reasonably necessary to ensure an adequate analysis of 

GHG emissions using available data and tools” and that “quantification will, in many cases, assist 

in the determination of significance.” However, as explained in the FSOR, the revised Section 

15064.4(b) assigns lead agencies the discretion to determine the methodology to quantify GHG 

emissions. The FSOR also notes that CEQA case law has long stated that “there is no iron-clad 

definition of ‘significance.’ Accordingly, lead agencies must use their best efforts to investigate 

and disclose all that they reasonably can concerning a project’s potential adverse impacts.” 

Determining a threshold of significance for a project’s climate change impacts poses a special 

difficulty for lead agencies. Much of the science in this area is new and is evolving constantly. At 

the same time, neither the state nor local agencies are specialized in this area, and there are 

currently no local, regional, or state thresholds for determining whether the proposed project has 

a significant impact on climate change. The CEQA Amendments do not prescribe specific 

significance thresholds but instead leave considerable discretion to lead agencies to develop 

appropriate thresholds to apply to projects within their jurisdiction.  

As noted earlier, AB 32 is a legal mandate requiring that statewide GHG emissions be reduced 

to 1990 levels by 2020. In adopting AB 32, the legislature determined the necessary GHG 

reductions for the state to make in order to sufficiently offset its contribution to the cumulative 
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climate change problem to reach 1990 levels. AB 32 is the only legally mandated requirement 

for the reduction of greenhouse gases. As such, compliance with AB 32 is the adopted basis 

upon which the agency can base its significance threshold for evaluating the project’s GHG 

impacts. Significance thresholds for GHG emissions resulting from land use development projects 

have not been established in Nevada County. In June 2010, the Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District (BAAQMD) published its GHG thresholds.2 Utilization of the BAAQMD’s GHG 

thresholds has been considered reasonable and appropriate by NSAQMD staff (Longmire 2013).  

For the proposed project, the BAAQMD service population ratio threshold of 4.6 metric tons of 

CO2e per service population (residents plus employees) per year is used as the significance 

threshold concerning project generation of GHG emissions since this threshold was prepared 

with the purpose of project-level compliance with the requirements of AB 32 and achieving the 

goals of the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The project would be considered to have a significant impact if 

the projected emissions would surpass 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population (residents 

plus employees) per year. The proposed project would also be considered to have a significant 

impact if it would directly conflict with the AB 32 goals for reducing GHG emissions. In addition to 

comparing projected GHG emissions to the significance threshold, this analysis evaluates the 

project’s potential to result in a significant GHG impact by determining its consistency with the 

AB 32 Scoping Plan and Senate Bill 2X (Renewables Portfolio Standard), which both require 33 

percent of supply from renewable energy sources by 2020. As stated previously, the AB 32 

Scoping Plan contains the main strategies California is implementing to achieve reduction of 169 

MMT of CO2e, or approximately 30 percent from the State’s projected 2020 emissions level of 596 

MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario.  

METHODOLOGY 

As stated above, the NSAQMD does not currently have an adopted threshold of significance for 

GHG emissions. In June 2010, the BAAQMD published its GHG thresholds in which projects 

resulting in more than 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population per year are considered to 

result in a significant impact (BAAQMD 2011). (The BAAQMD has also published GHG thresholds 

for proposed general plans in which plans resulting in more than 6.6 metric tons of CO2e per 

service population per year are considered to result in a significant impact.) The BAAQMD 

thresholds were chosen based on the substantial evidence that such thresholds represent 

quantitative and/or qualitative levels of GHG emissions, compliance with which means that the 

environmental impact of the GHG emissions will normally not be cumulatively considerable 

under CEQA (BAAQMD 2011). Compliance with such thresholds will be part of the solution to the 

cumulative GHG emissions problem, rather than hinder the State’s ability to meet its goals of 

reduced statewide GHG emissions under AB 32. For the purposes of evaluating the proposed 

project’s GHG impacts, emissions resulting from the potential extent of growth that could be 

supported upon future annexation of the two different SOIs proposed will be quantified and 

compared to the BAAQMD threshold of 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population annually.  

                                                      
2 The thresholds the BAAQMD adopted were called into question by a minute order issued January 9, 2012, in California 

Building Industry Associated v. BAAQMD, Alameda Superior Court Case No RG10548693. On March 5, 2012, the Alameda 

County Superior Court issued a judgment finding that the BAAQMD had failed to comply with CEQA when it adopted 

the thresholds. The court did not determine whether the thresholds were valid on the merits, but found that the adoption 

of the thresholds was a project under CEQA. The court issued a writ of mandate ordering the BAAQMD to set aside the 

thresholds and cease dissemination of them until the BAAQMD had complied with CEQA. The claim made in the case 

concerned the CEQA impacts of adopting the thresholds; that is, how the thresholds would affect land use 

development patterns. Those issues are not relevant to the scientific soundness of the BAAQMD’s analysis of what levels 

of pollutants should be deemed significant, or the threshold to use in assessing any air quality-related impact the project 
would have on the existing environment. These thresholds are based on substantial evidence identified in Appendix D of 

the Guidelines and are therefore used in this analysis. 
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The project itself will also be compared with the strategies identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan for a 

determination of consistency. This analysis evaluates the project’s potential to result in a 

significant GHG impact by determining its consistency with the strategies contained in the AB 32 

Scoping Plan and the Renewables Portfolio Standard, which both require 33 percent of supply 

from renewable energy sources by 2020. In terms of electric service, since the proposed lands in 

the proposed SOI expansion under the District-preferred SOI scenario are currently within the 

service area of the energy provider Liberty Utilities CalPeco, electrical use demand and electrical 

use–related GHG emissions are quantified for the maximum growth development potential of all 

proposed lands in the SOI expansion accounting for geographic location and the emission 

intensity factor for both Liberty Utilities CalPeco and the TDPUD. In other words, for the purposes of 

projecting electrical energy demand and related GHG emissions that would result from the 

District-preferred SOI boundary, energy-source-derived emissions generated from the maximum 

growth development potential of the proposed SOI expansion under the District-preferred SOI 

scenario are quantified in consideration of both Liberty Utilities CalPeco as the service provider 

and the TDPUD as the service provider.  

The resultant GHG emissions of proposed project implementation were calculated using the 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2011.1.1, computer program (see 

Appendix 3.2-A). The electrical service of the TDPUD will be compared with the strategies 

identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan for a determination of consistency, specifically Strategy E-3, 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (33 percent by 2020), which as previously stated requires 33 

percent of supply from renewable energy sources by 2020. Specifically, the TDPUD’s ability to 

comply with Strategy E-3 is evaluated in consideration of accommodating buildout of the 

proposed lands in the SOI expansion.  

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

GHG Emissions (Standard of Significance 1) 

Impact 3.2.1 The proposed project could result in a net increase in greenhouse gas 

emissions and could result in a significant impact on the environment. This 

impact is cumulatively considerable.  

GHG emissions contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the significant adverse environmental 

impacts of global climate change. The combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 

future projects contributes substantially to the phenomenon of global climate change and its 

associated environmental impacts and as such is addressed only as a cumulative impact. 

It is important to note that neither of the proposed scenarios—LAFCo-recommended or District-

preferred—would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new facilities. 

Neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The 

jurisdiction for land use matters for all of the land areas within the proposed SOIs would remain 

with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, Sierra County, or Placer County, and neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future development in a 

manner different than is currently outlined by these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans. 

Furthermore, GHG emissions are already being generated by current land use activities.  
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LAFCo-Recommended Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

Electric and Water Service 

Table 3.3-3 in Section 3.3 of this DEIR identifies the extent of growth potential in the LAFCo-

recommended SOI (near term and long term). The total development potential shown in Table 

3.3-3 does not factor existing development. It should be noted that some of this growth (rural 

development) could occur without the proposed update of the SOIs given that electric and 

water service can also be provided through wells or the Placer County Water Agency (Placer 

County only) and electrical service by private company service providers.  

For the purposes of projecting GHG emissions that could result from the LAFCo-recommended 

SOI boundary, emissions generated from the maximum growth potential in the LAFCo-

recommended SOI (near term and long term) are quantified.3 Estimated GHG emissions resulting 

from these activities are summarized in Table 3.2-4.  

TABLE 3.2-4 

ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN  

LAFCO-RECOMMENDED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) 

Emissions Source 
Carbon Dioxide 

(CO2) 

Methane 

(CH4) 

Nitrous Oxide 

(N2O) 
CO2e 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 1,967 0.82 0.08 2,010 

Energy  

(electricity generation and natural gas) 
3,754 0.13 0.06 3,777 

Mobile 20,957 1.31 0.00 20,985 

Waste 2,611 154 0.00 5,851 

Water 1,854 33.34 0.85 2,819 

Total 31,144 190 1 35,441 

Source: CalEEMod version 2011.1.1. The extent of growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI (near term and long term) is 
projected at 839 residential units, 209,000 square feet of industrial building space, and 97,000 square feet of commercial building space 
per Table 3.3-3 in Section 3.3. See Appendix 3.2-1 for emission model outputs.  

Table 3.2-5 depicts the projected GHG emissions per service population for the project. The 

service population associated with the growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI (near 

term and long term) was determined by estimating the number of potential residents and 

employees that would be accommodated with realization of the maximum growth potential in 

the LAFCo-recommended SOI. According to the Energy Information Administration (EIA; 1995), 

there is an average of one employee per 1,750 square feet of industrial building space and one 

employee per 900 square feet of commercial building space. Applying these ratios to the 

industrial and commercial square footage growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI 

(near term and long term) results in 227 potential employees (209,000 square feet of industrial 

building space ÷ 1,750 = 119 and 97,000 square feet of commercial building space ÷ 900 = 108. 

119 + 108 = 227). According to the California State Department of Finance (DOF; 2012), the 

                                                      
3 No aspect of the proposed project would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new 

facilities. Neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The jurisdiction for land use 

matters for all of the land areas within the proposed SOIs would remain with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, 

Sierra County, or Placer County, and neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future 

development in a manner different than is currently outlined by these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans.  
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average residential unit in the region houses 2.5 persons. The application of this ratio to the 

residential unit growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI (near term and long term) 

equals 2,097 potential residents (839 x 2.5 = 2,097).  

TABLE 3.2-5 

LAFCO-RECOMMENDED TDPUD SPHERE OF INFLUENCE  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PER SERVICE POPULATION 

 
Emissions Jobs Population 

Service 

Population 

(SP) 

MTCO2e/SP/Year 

Growth Potential in the LAFCo-

Recommended SOI (Near Term and 

Long Term) 

35,441 227 2,097 2,324 15.2 

Based on the population and employment figures shown in Table 3.2-5, the projected service 

population associated with the maximum growth potential within the LAFCo-recommended SOI 

would be 2,324. Dividing the GHG emissions (35,441 metric tons) for this maximum growth 

potential yields a metric ton per service population ratio of 15.2.  

District-Preferred Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

Electric and Water Service 

As previously described, the District-preferred SOI boundary proposes to maintain most of the 

area of the existing TDPUD SOI for electric service in conjunction with an expansion of 3 square 

miles at the southeast corner of the existing SOI in Placer County (Northstar Load), the expansion 

of 25.5 square miles north of the existing SOI in Nevada County and Sierra County (Hobart Mills 

Load, Russell Valley Load, and Stampede Reservoir Generation Facility), and the reduction of 8 

square miles of the existing SOI at its eastern edge in Nevada County (Figure 2.0-3). The District-

preferred SOI for water service proposes to maintain the current SOI for water services. Therefore, 

the District-preferred SOI boundary for water service would result in no change compared with 

the current SOI, and there is no potential for an expansion of water service facilities into any 

areas that have not been previously planned for development. 

Tables 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 in Section 3.3 of this DEIR identify the extent of growth potential in the 

District-preferred SOI. The total development potential shown in these tables does not factor 

existing development. It should be noted that some of this growth (rural development) could 

occur without the proposed update of the SOIs given that electric and water service can also 

be provided through wells or the Placer County Water Agency (Placer County only) and 

electrical service by private company service providers.  

For the purposes of projecting GHG emissions that could result from the District-preferred SOI 

boundary, emissions generated from the maximum growth potential in the District-preferred SOI 

are quantified based on the SOI for electric services as it is the largest SOI of the two, in addition 

to the 8 square miles of the existing SOI at its eastern edge in Nevada County which is proposed 

to be retained in the District-preferred SOI boundary for water service.4 Estimated GHG emissions 

resulting from these activities are summarized in Table 3.2-6.  

                                                      
4 No aspect of the proposed project would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new 

facilities. Neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The jurisdiction for land use 

matters for all of the land areas within the proposed SOIs would remain with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, 
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TABLE 3.2-6 

 ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN DISTRICT-PREFERRED  

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) 

Emissions Source 
Carbon Dioxide 

(CO2) 

Methane 

(CH4) 

Nitrous Oxide 

(N2O) 
CO2e 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 32,750 14 1.36 33,459 

Energy  

(electricity generation and natural gas) 
51,826 2 0.88 52,139 

Mobile 275,126 17 0.00 275,483 

Waste 4,617 272 0.00 10,347 

Water 3,947 61 1.56 5,708 

Total 368,266 366 3.80 377,136 

Source: CalEEMod version 2011.1.1. The extent of growth potential in the District-preferred SOI for electric service is projected at 
13,908 residential units, 530,500 square feet of commercial building space, 209,000 square feet of industrial building space, and 
44,600 square feet of office building space per Table 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 in Section 3.3. The 8 square miles of the existing SOI at its eastern 
edge in Nevada County which is proposed to be retained in the District-preferred SOI boundary for water service, yields an additional 
59 residential units of growth potential. See Appendix 3.2-1 for emission model outputs.  

Table 3.2-7 depicts the projected GHG emissions per service population for the project. The service 

population associated with the growth potential in the District-preferred SOI was determined by 

estimating the number of potential residents and employees that would be accommodated with 

realization of the maximum growth potential in the District-preferred SOI. According to the EIA 

(1995), there is an average of one employee per 1,750 square feet of industrial building space, 

one employee per 900 square feet of commercial building space, and one employee per 387 

square feet of office building space. Applying these ratios to the industrial, commercial, and office 

square footage growth potential in the District-preferred SOI results in 823 potential employees 

(209,000 square feet of industrial building space ÷ 1,750 = 119; 530,500 square feet of commercial 

building space ÷ 900 = 589; and 44,600 square feet of office building space ÷ 387 = 115. 119 + 589 + 

115 = 823). According to the DOF (2012), the average residential unit in region houses 2.5 persons. 

The application of this ratio to the residential unit growth potential in the District-preferred SOI 

equals 34,917 potential residents (13,967 x 2.5 = 34,917).  

TABLE 3.2-7 

DISTRICT-PREFERRED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PER SERVICE POPULATION 

 
Emissions Jobs Population 

Service 

Population 

(SP) 

MTCO2e/SP/Year 

Growth Potential in District-

Preferred SOI  
377,136 342 34,917 35,740 10.5 

Based on the population and employment figures shown in Table 3.2-7, the projected service 

population associated with the maximum growth potential within the District-preferred SOI would 

                                                                                                                                                                           
Placer County, or Sierra County, and neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future 

development in a manner different than is currently outlined by these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans.  
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be 35,740. Dividing the GHG emissions for this maximum growth potential yields a metric ton per 

service population ratio of 10.5.  

Summary of Environmental Effects of Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Both SOI Scenarios 

As shown, realization of the maximum growth potential of both the LAFCo-recommended SOI 

and the District-preferred SOI would exceed the BAAQMD threshold of 4.6 metric tons of CO2e 

per service population. Therefore, both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-preferred 

SOI could result in a net increase in cumulative GHG emissions. The potential contribution to 

greenhouse gases is thus considered cumulatively considerable and is a significant and 

unavoidable impact.  

Mitigation Measures 

While the new SOIs would not result in any new growth-related environmental impacts or an 

increased severity of the above identified significant environmental impacts (similar finding to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15162), establishment of a new SOI is the first step in a series of actions 

that support this planned growth. With the exception of not updating the SOI, there are no 

feasible mitigation measures available to Nevada County LAFCo to address this impact. 

Therefore, it would remain significant and unavoidable. 

AB 32 Compliance (Standard of Significance 2) 

Impact 3.2.2 Implementation of the proposed project could result in a net increase in 

greenhouse gas emissions, yet would not conflict with the goals of AB 32, and 

thus would not result in a significant impact on the environment. This impact is 

less than cumulatively considerable.  

The project is considered to have a significant impact if it would be in conflict with the AB 32 

goals for reducing GHG emissions. In December 2008, CARB approved the AB 32 Scoping Plan 

outlining the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020 GHG emissions limit. This Scoping Plan, 

developed by CARB in coordination with the Climate Action Team, proposes a comprehensive 

set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions in California, improve the environment, 

reduce dependence on oil, diversify California’s energy sources, save energy, create new jobs, 

and enhance public health. The Scoping Plan contains a list of 39 recommended actions 

contained in plan Appendices C and E. This list is also provided in Table 3.2-8. 

TABLE 3.2-8 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS OF CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN 

Measure Number Measure Description 

Transportation 

T-1 Pavley I and II – Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards 

T-2 Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Discrete Early Action) 

T-3 Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets 

T-4 Vehicle Efficiency Measures 

T-5 Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action) 
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Measure Number Measure Description 

T-6 

Goods Movement Efficiency Measures. 

Ship Electrification at Ports 

System-Wide Efficiency Improvements 

T-7 
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Measure – Aerodynamic Efficiency 

(Discrete Early Action) 

T-8 Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization 

T-9 High-Speed Rail 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

E-1 

Energy Efficiency (32,000 GWh of Reduced Demand) 

Increased Utility Energy Efficiency Programs 

More Stringent Building and Appliance Standards 

Additional Efficiency and Conservation Programs 

E-2 
Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 30,000 GWh (net reductions include avoided 

transmission line loss) 

E-3 Renewables Portfolio Standard (33% by 2020) 

E-4 

Million Solar Roofs (including California Solar Initiative, New Solar Homes Partnership, and solar 

programs of publicly owned utilities) 

Target of 3000 MW Total Installation by 2020 

CR-1 

Energy Efficiency (800 Million Therms Reduced Consumption) 

Utility Energy Efficiency Programs 

Building and Appliance Standards 

Additional Efficiency and Conservation Programs 

CR-2 Solar Water Heating (AB 1470 goal) 

Green Buildings 

GB-1 Green Buildings 

Water 

W-1 Water Use Efficiency 

W-2 Water Recycling 

W-3 Water System Energy Efficiency 

W-4 Reuse Urban Runoff 

W-5 Increase Renewable Energy Production 

W-6 Public Goods Charge (Water) 

Industry 

I-1 Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits Audits for Large Industrial Sources 

I-2 Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction 

I-3 GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission 

I-4 Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements 

I-5 Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery Regulations 

Recycling and Waste Management 
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Measure Number Measure Description 

RW-1 Landfill Methane Control (Discrete Early Action) 

RW-2 
Additional Reductions in Landfill Methane 

Increase the Efficiency of Landfill Methane Capture 

RW-3 

High Recycling/Zero Waste 

Commercial Recycling 

Increase Production and Markets for Compost 

Anaerobic Digestion 

Extended Producer Responsibility 

Environmentally Preferable Purchasing 

Forests 

F-1 Sustainable Forest Target 

High Global Warming Potential (GWP) Gases 

H-1 
Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems: Reduction of Refrigerant Emissions from Non-

Professional Services (Discrete Early Action) 

H-2 SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and Non-Semiconductor Applications (Discrete Early Action) 

H-3 Reduction of Perfluorocarbons in Semiconductor Manufacturing (Discrete Early Action) 

H-4 Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Products Discrete Early Action (Adopted June 2008) 

H-5 

High GWP Reductions from Mobile Sources 

Low GWP Refrigerants for New Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems 

Air Conditioner Refrigerant Leak Test During Vehicle Smog Check 

Refrigerant Recovery from Decommissioned Refrigerated Shipping Containers 

Enforcement of Federal Ban on Refrigerant Release During Servicing or Dismantling of Motor 

Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems 

H-6 

High GWP Reductions from Stationary Sources 

High GWP Stationary Equipment Refrigerant Management Program: 

Refrigerant Tracking/Reporting/Repair Deposit Program 

Specifications for Commercial and Industrial Refrigeration Systems 

Foam Recovery and Destruction Program 

SF Leak Reduction and Recycling in Electrical Applications 

Alternative Suppressants in Fire Protection Systems 

Residential Refrigeration Early Retirement Program 

H-7 Mitigation Fee on High GWP Gases 

Agriculture 

A-1 Methane Capture at Large Dairies 

 
The strategies included in the Scoping Plan that apply to all future development, including the 

maximum development potential in both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-

preferred SOI, are contained in Table 3.2-9, which also summarizes the extent to which future 

development in Nevada County, Placer County, Sierra County, and the Town of Truckee would 

comply with the strategies to help California reach emissions reduction targets.  
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TABLE 3.2-9 

AB 32 COMPLIANCE 

Strategy Project Compliance 

Energy Efficiency Measures 

Energy Efficiency 

Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance standards, 

and pursue additional efficiency efforts including new 

technologies, and new policy and implementation mechanisms. 

Pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all 

retail providers of electricity in California (including both 
investor-owned and publicly owned utilities). 

Renewable Portfolio Standard 

Achieve a 33 percent renewable energy mix statewide by 2020. 

Green Building Strategy 

Expand the use of green building practices to reduce the carbon 
footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. 

Compliant  

All future development in California, including that 

associated with the maximum development potential 

of both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-

preferred SOI, will comply with the updated Title 24 

standards, including the new 2010 California Building 

Code (CBC), for building construction. These 

standards require new buildings to reduce water 

consumption by 20 percent, which results in less 
energy consumption for pumping water. 

 

Water Conservation and Efficiency Measures 

Water Use Efficiency 

Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy sources to 

move and treat water. Approximately 19 percent of all 

electricity, 30 percent of all natural gas, and 88 million gallons 

of diesel are used to convey, treat, distribute and use water and 

wastewater. Increasing the efficiency of water transport and 
reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. 

Compliant 

As stated, all future development in California, 

including that associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI, will 

comply with the updated Title 24 standards, including 

the new 2010 California Building Code (CBC), for 

building construction. These standards require new 

buildings to reduce water consumption by 20 percent, 

which results in less energy consumption for pumping 
water. 

Transportation and Motor Vehicle Measures 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards 

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the State to develop and adopt 

regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-

effective reduction of GHG emissions from passenger vehicles 

and light-duty trucks. Regulations were adopted by CARB in 
September 2004. 

Light-Duty Vehicle Efficiency Measures 

Implement additional measures that could reduce light-duty 

GHG emissions. For example, measures to ensure that tires are 

properly inflated can both reduce GHG emissions and improve 
fuel efficiency. 

Adopt Heavy- and Medium-Duty Fuel and Engine Efficiency 
Measures 

Regulations to require retrofits to improve the fuel efficiency of 

heavy-duty trucks that could include devices that reduce 

aerodynamic drag and rolling resistance. This measure could 

also include hybridization of and increased engine efficiency of 
vehicles. 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

CARB identified this measure as a Discrete Early Action 

Measure. This measure would reduce the carbon intensity of 
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. 

Compliant 

The project does not involve the manufacture of 

vehicles. However, vehicles that are purchased and 

used within the project site would comply with any 
vehicle and fuel standards that CARB adopts. 
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Strategy Project Compliance 

Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets 

Develop regional GHG emissions reduction targets for 

passenger vehicles. Local governments will play a significant 

role in the regional planning process to reach passenger vehicle 

GHG emissions reduction targets. Local governments have the 

ability to directly influence both the siting and design of new 

residential and commercial developments in a way that reduces 
GHGs associated with vehicle travel. 

Compliant 

Specific regional emission targets for transportation 

emissions do not directly apply to this project; 

regional GHG reduction target development is outside 

the scope of this project. The project will comply with 
any plans developed in Nevada County. 

Measures to Reduce High Global Warming Potential (GWP) 

Gases 

CARB has identified Discrete Early Action measures to reduce 

GHG emissions from the refrigerants used in car air 

conditioners, semiconductor manufacturing, and consumer 

products. CARB has also identified potential reduction 

opportunities for future commercial and industrial refrigeration, 

changing the refrigerants used in auto air conditioning systems, 

and ensuring that existing car air conditioning systems do not 
leak. 

Compliant 

New products used or serviced on the industrial land 

uses would comply with future CARB rules and 

regulations. 

Forests 

Urban Forestry 

A statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in urban areas by 

2020 would be achieved through the expansion of local urban 
forestry programs.  

Compliant  

All future development associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI 

within unincorporated Nevada County will comply 

with Section L-II 4.2, Community Design Standards, of 

the Nevada County Municipal Code. These design 

standards provide design interpretations for 

commercial, industrial, and residential development 

that address landscaping requirements. All future 

development associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI 

within Placer County will comply with the Placer 

County Landscape Design Guidelines. There is no 

development potential associated with the proposed 

SOI in Sierra County, as it is the County’s intent to 

confine the extension of development-serving public 

facilities to Community Core Areas and Community 

Influence Areas in Sierra County. Areas outside the 

Community Core Areas or Community Influence Areas 

are intended to be maintained for natural resources. 
All future development associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI 

within the Town of Truckee will comply with Chapter 

18.40, Landscape Standards, which provides standards 

for the location and types of landscaping to be provided in 

various areas of proposed developments, including 

setbacks, disturbed areas, parking areas, along streets, 

along property lines, and in buffer areas between 

incompatible uses. These standards also provide incentives 
for the preservation of native plants and trees. 
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Strategy Project Compliance 

Recycling and Waste Management 

High Recycling/Zero Waste 

Achieve 50 percent statewide Recycling Goal: Achieving the 

state’s 50 percent waste diversion mandate as established by the 

Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, (AB 939, Sher, 

Chapter 1095, Statutes of 1989), will reduce climate change 

emissions associated with energy-intensive material extraction 
and production as well as methane emission from landfills.  

Compliant  

All future development associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI is 

required to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from 
landfill facilities.  

 

LAFCo-Recommended Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

The LAFCo-recommended SOI boundary omits lands in public ownership and those areas not 

expected or anticipated to be developed. The LAFCo-recommended boundary for the District’s 

SOI would encompass an area that includes the Town of Truckee as well as developed areas 

adjacent to the town, which are under the jurisdiction of either Nevada County or Placer 

County (see Figure 2.0-2).  

All future development associated with the maximum development potential of the LAFCo-

recommended SOI would be subject to all applicable California state regulatory requirements, 

which would also reduce the GHG emissions. As shown in Table 3.2-9, future development would 

comply with the strategies to help California reach its emissions reduction targets.  

District-Preferred Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

As previously described, the District-preferred SOI boundary proposes to maintain most of the 

area of the existing TDPUD SOI for electric service in conjunction with an expansion of 3 square 

miles at the southeast corner of the existing SOI in Placer County (Northstar Load), the expansion 

of 25.5 square miles north of the existing SOI in Nevada County and Sierra County (Hobart Mills 

Load, Russell Valley Load, and Stampede Reservoir Generation Facility), and the reduction of 8 

square miles of the existing SOI at its eastern edge in Nevada County (Figure 2.0-3). The 

development potential of the District-preferred SOI boundary for water service are less than the 

maximum growth potential of the District-preferred SOI for electric service, thus the GHG emissions 

associated with the proposed electric service SOI was utilized in the analysis below. All future 

development associated with the maximum development potential of the District-preferred SOI 

would be subject to all applicable California state regulatory requirements. As shown in Table 

3.2-9, future development would comply with the strategies to help California reach its GHG 

emissions reduction targets.  

As previously stated, in terms of electric service, the lands in the proposed SOI expansion under the 

District-preferred SOI scenario are currently within the service area of the energy provider, Liberty 

Utilities CalPeco. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, electrical use consumption and 

electrical use–related GHG emissions were quantified for the maximum growth potential of all 

proposed lands in the SOI expansion under the District-preferred SOI scenario accounting for 

geographic location and the emission intensity factor for both Liberty Utilities CalPeco and the 

TDPUD. Both Liberty Utilities CalPeco’s ability and the TDPUD’s ability to comply with AB 32 Scoping 

Plan Strategy E-3, Renewables Portfolio Standard, were evaluated in consideration of 

accommodating the maximum growth potential of the proposed lands in the SOI expansion. In 

other words, for the intent of projecting electrical energy consumption and related GHG 

emissions that would result from the District-preferred SOI boundary, energy-source-derived 
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emissions generated from the maximum growth development potential of the proposed SOI 

expansion under the District-preferred SOI scenario are quantified in consideration of both Liberty 

Utilities CalPeco as the service provider and the TDPUD as the service provider.5  

Tables 3.3-3 and 3.3-4 in Section 3.3 of this DEIR identify the extent of growth potential in the 

District-preferred SOI for both electric service and water service. The total development 

potential shown in these tables does not factor existing development. Estimated electrical 

energy use and related electrical energy-use emissions resulting from these activities are 

summarized in Tables 3.2-10 and 3.2-11.  

Table 3.2-10 identifies electrical energy use and associated GHG emissions for the maximum 

growth potential in the District-preferred SOI assuming Liberty Utilities CalPeco, the current 

service provider for these areas, remains the electrical service provider.  

TABLE 3.2-10 

MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN DISTRICT-PREFERRED SOI 

ELECTRICAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) –  

LIBERTY UTILITIES CALPECO AS SERVICE PROVIDER 

Land Use Buildout Assumptions1 

Electrical Energy 

Consumption 

(KWh) 

CO2e (metric tons 

annually)2 

 13,967 residential units 

 530,500 square feet of commercial building space  

 209,000 square feet of industrial building space  

 44,600 square feet of office building space  

95,230,021 61,808 

Notes: Electrical Energy consumption and emissions quantified by PMC with CalEEMod (see Appendix 3.2-A). Quantified electrical 
energy consumption and emissions do not include snowmaking activities or emissions from natural gas consumption.  
1 Maximum growth potential assumptions derived from Tables 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 of Section 3.3.  
2 Emission intensity factor sourced from Liberty Utilities CalPeco (Smart 2013).  

Table 3.2-11 identifies electrical energy use and associated GHG emissions for the maximum 

potential growth in the District-preferred SOI assuming the TDPUD as the electrical service 

provider, as proposed under the District-preferred SOI boundary scenario. 

  

                                                      
5 No aspect of the proposed project would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new 

facilities. Neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The jurisdiction for land use 

matters for all of the land areas within the proposed SOIs would remain with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, 

Sierra County, or Placer County, and neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future 

development in a manner different than is currently outlined by these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans.  
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TABLE 3.2-11 

MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN DISTRICT-PREFERRED SOI  

ELECTRICAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) –  

TRUCKEE DONNER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT AS SERVICE PROVIDER 

Land Use Buildout Assumptions1 

Electrical Energy 

Consumption 

(KWh) 

CO2e (metric tons 

annually)2 

 13,967 residential units 

 530,500 square feet of commercial building space  

 209,000 square feet of industrial building space  

 44,600 square feet of office building space  

95,230,021 31,758 

Notes: Electrical Energy consumption and emissions quantified by PMC with CalEEMod (see Appendix 3.2-A). Quantified electrical 
energy consumption and emissions do not include snowmaking activities or emissions from natural gas consumption.  
1 Maximum growth potential assumptions derived from Tables 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 of Section 3.3.  
2 Emission intensity factor sourced from the TDPUD (Neus 2013).  

As shown in Table 3.2-10, under the current electric energy provider, Liberty Utilities CalPeco, the 

maximum growth potential in the District-preferred SOI results in an annual electrical energy 

consumption of 95,230,021 kilowatt-hours as well as 61,808 metric tons of CO2e. As shown in 

Table 3.2-11, under the proposed District-preferred SOI boundary, the maximum growth 

potential in the District-preferred SOI would result in an annual electrical energy consumption of 

95,230,021 kilowatt-hours and 31,758 metric tons of CO2e. 

Table 3.2-12 identifies the most recently available electric energy information of both Liberty 

Utilities CalPeco and the TDPUD as well as the current renewable energy mix for each utility 

company. As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the TDPUD currently serves approximately 

13,000 electricity customers, and according to the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC; 

2012a), Liberty Utility CalPeco currently serves approximately 49,000 customers in California.  

TABLE 3.2-12 

TOTAL ELECTRIC ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND RENEWABLE ENERGY MIX –  

LIBERTY UTILITIES CALPECO AND TRUCKEE DONNER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 

Electric Service Provider Total Energy Consumption 

(Annual KWh) 

Renewable Energy 

Mix Percentage 

Renewable KWh 

Annually 

Liberty Utilities CalPeco  

(current provider) 
6,433,570,0001 20%1 1,286,714,000 

TDPUD 156,478,0002 37%2 57,896,860 

Sources: 1 Liberty Utilities CalPeco (Smart 2013). 2 Truckee Donner Public Utilities District (Neus 2013).  

As shown in Table 3.2-12, Liberty Utilities CalPeco delivered 6,433,570,000 kilowatt-hours over the 

course of one year, of which 20 percent was supplied from renewable energy sources. The 

TDPUD delivered 156,478,000 kilowatt-hours over the course of one year, of which 37 percent 

was supplied from renewable energy sources.  

As previously stated, the TDPUD proposes to expand its SOI. The expansion of the TDPUD’s electrical 

service area to include the lands within the District-preferred SOI could potentially add the need to 

provide an additional 95,230,021 kilowatt-hours of electricity annually. Adding this total to the 

amount the TDPUD delivered in 2012 (156,478,000 kilowatt-hours) would equal 251,708,021 kilowatt-

hours. Such an immediate addition of energy consumption would reduce the TDPUD’s current 
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renewable energy mix percentage to 23 percent. In the case of Liberty Utilities CalPeco, such an 

immediate addition of energy consumption would reduce its current renewable energy mix 

percentage to 19.7 percent. However, such a scenario is not likely, if not outright impossible, since 

the majority of the lands within the proposed SOI expansion area are not developed and are not 

anticipated to be developed at any time in the immediate future. 

The Renewables Portfolio Standard program requires investor-owned utilities, electric service 

providers, and community choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable 

energy resources to 33 percent of total procurement by 2020. According to the CEC (2011), the 

TDPUD is projected to sell 176,383,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity annually by the year 2020 and is 

expected to be able to deliver approximately 72,619,000 kilowatt-hours of renewable energy 

annually by the year 2020. Therefore, under this CEC projection, the potential for the TDPUD to 

supply the additional energy consumption, under the District-preferred SOI boundary, of 

95,230,021 kilowatt-hours to its projected 2020 deliveries would result in a TDPUD renewable energy 

mix of 29 percent (176,383,000 + 95,230,021 = 251,924,923; 72,619,000 ÷ 251,924,923 = 0.29), which is 

4 percentage points below the mandated 33 percent or 10,516,224 kilowatt-hours of renewable 

energy, based on projections. However, CEC projections only account for existing (2012) contract 

or operating utility-owed projects. It is noted that the TDPUD is perpetually seeking and successfully 

executing contracts relating to its procurement of renewable energy. The TDPUD projects that it 

will be able to satisfy its requirements under the Renewables Portfolio Standard program in 2020 

and has disclosed its own projection of delivering a 40 percent renewable energy mix in 2020.   

The purchase power contract involving Liberty Utilities CalPeco’s supply of electricity to its 

California customers guarantees the delivery of a specific and minimum verifiable amount of 

renewable energy (Smart 2012). The amount of guaranteed renewable energy for 2012 and 

2013 is 20 percent (Smart 2012). The amount of renewable energy mix supplied to Liberty Utilities 

CalPeco’s California customers in 2014 is set at 21.7 percent, and in 2015 the renewable mix 

percentage is contractually set at 23.3 percent (Smart 2012). A new renewable energy mix 

requirements contract has yet to be established for years beyond 2015. While Liberty Utilities 

CalPeco has yet to execute any contracts relating to its procurement of Renewables Portfolio 

Standard–eligible energy for the years beyond 2015, Liberty Utilities CalPeco is actively exploring 

its options and is confident that it will be able to enter the necessary commercial arrangements 

to satisfy its requirements under the Renewables Portfolio Standard program in 2016 and in the 

ensuing years (Smart 2013).  

The CPUC implements and administers the Renewables Portfolio Standard program in 

collaboration and cooperation with the CEC and other agencies. The CPUC and the CEC 

monitor Renewables Portfolio Standard goals and results, including compliance reviews and 

enforcement, as necessary (CPUC 2011). These entities also require that electrical service 

providers prepare a renewable energy procurement plan and update that plan when 

necessary (CPUC 2011). The CPUC and the CEC review Renewables Portfolio Standard 

procurement plans for each electric utility provider and accept, reject, or modify the plans. Also, 

the CPUC and the CEC oversee electrical utility providers’ Renewables Portfolio Standard 

solicitations for renewable energy, review the results of solicitations submitted for approval by an 

electrical utility, and accept or reject proposed contracts based on consistency with the 

approved procurement plan.  

Both the TDPUD and Liberty Utilities CalPeco, as electric service providers, are overseen, through 

the requirement of submitting renewable energy procurement plans, by the CPUC and the CEC. 

In addition, the Renewables Portfolio Standard program specifically excludes local publicly 

owned electric utilities like the TDPUD from the definition of “retail seller” (CEC 2008). Instead, 

local publicly owned electric utilities, such as the TDPUD, are required to implement a 
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Renewables Portfolio Standard but are given flexibility in developing utility‐specific targets, 

timelines, and resource eligibility rules (CEC 2008).  

For the reasons above, the District-preferred SOI boundary scenario would not conflict with AB 32 

goals for reducing GHG emissions. Both Liberty Utilities CalPeco and the TDPUD are expected to 

achieve the mandated requirements of the Renewables Portfolio Standard program regardless 

of their respective Spheres of Influence due to CPUC and CEC oversight.  

As previously stated, all future development associated with the maximum development 

potential of both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI would be subject 

to applicable California state regulatory requirements, which would also reduce the GHG 

emissions. As shown in Table 3.2-9, future development would comply with the strategies to help 

California reach the emissions reduction targets under the AB 32 Scoping Plan. Furthermore, the 

District-preferred SOI boundary scenario would not conflict with AB 32 goals for reducing GHG 

emissions, since both Liberty Utilities CalPeco and the TDPUD are expected to achieve the 

mandated requirements of the Renewables Portfolio Standard program regardless of their 

respective SOIs due to CPUC and CEC oversight. This impact is therefore less than cumulatively 

considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required.  
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Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor per TDPUD

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

Single Family Housing 839 Dwelling Unit

Strip Mall 97 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

General Light Industry 209 1000sqft

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 5/2/2013

Nevada LAFCo Recommended TDPUD Sphere of Influence
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

 1 of 7 



NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 20,957.19 20,957.19 1.31 0.00 20,984.75Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Mobile Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3,477.36 27,666.14 31,143.51 189.89 0.99 35,441.30

1,854.19 1,854.19 33.34 0.85 2,819.23

Total

0.00Water

2,610.71 0.00 2,610.71 154.29 0.00 5,850.76

20,957.19 20,957.19 1.31 0.00 20,984.75

Waste

0.00Mobile

0.00 3,754.09 3,754.09 0.13 0.06 3,776.65

1,100.67 1,967.33 0.82 0.08 2,009.91

Energy

866.65Area

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.1 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2.0 Emissions Summary
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 1,278.91 1,278.91 0.02 0.02 1,286.69NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 2,475.18 2,475.18 0.11 0.04 2,489.96Electricity 
Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Energy Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

42.00

Strip Mall 14.70 6.60 6.60 16.60 64.40 19.00

Single Family Housing 16.80 7.10 7.90 37.30 20.70

H-O or C-NW

General Light Industry 14.70 6.60 6.60 59.00 28.00 13.00

3.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

Total 13,785.00 12,810.88 9,481.86 39,090,296 39,090,296

Strip Mall 4,299.04 4,077.88 1981.71 6,282,370 6,282,370

Single Family Housing 8,029.23 8,457.12 7358.03 28,557,203 28,557,203

General Light Industry 1,456.73 275.88 142.12 4,250,723 4,250,723

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

3.2 Trip Summary Information
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2,475.18 0.10 0.04 2,489.97

454.43 0.02 0.01 457.15

Total

1,718.84 0.07 0.03 1,729.10

Strip Mall 1.48798e+006

301.91 0.01 0.00 303.72

Single Family 
Housing

5.62808e+006

General Light 
Industry

988570

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

4.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 1,278.91 1,278.91 0.02 0.02 1,286.69Total

0.00 39.29 39.29 0.00 0.00 39.53Strip Mall 736230

0.00 1,198.58 1,198.58 0.02 0.02 1,205.87Single Family 
Housing

2.24605e+007

0.00 41.04 41.04 0.00 0.00 41.29General Light 
Industry

769120

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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866.65 1,100.67 1,967.32 0.82 0.08 2,009.92

10.29 10.29 0.01 0.00 10.53

Total

0.00Landscaping

866.65 1,090.38 1,957.03 0.81 0.08 1,999.39

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth

0.00Consumer Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

NA NA NA NA NA

5.2 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

866.65 1,100.67 1,967.33 0.82 0.08 2,009.91Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Area Detail
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1,854.19 33.33 0.86 2,819.23

16.66 0.22 0.01 23.05

Total

127.79 1.67 0.04 176.41

Strip Mall 7.18503 / 
4.40373

1,709.74 31.44 0.81 2,619.77

Single Family 
Housing

54.6642 / 
34.4622

General Light 
Industry

1027.64 / 0

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

NA

6.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.85 2,819.23

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Unmitigated 1,854.19 33.34

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

6.1 Mitigation Measures Water

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.0 Water Detail
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2,610.70 154.29 0.00 5,850.76

20.67 1.22 0.00 46.33

Total

121.79 7.20 0.00 272.95

Strip Mall 101.85

2,468.24 145.87 0.00 5,531.48

Single Family 
Housing

600

General Light 
Industry

12159.4

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

NA

7.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.00 5,850.76

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

 Unmitigated 2,610.71 154.29

CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

7.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

7.0 Waste Detail
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Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor per TDPUD

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 13908 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 5/2/2013

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Electric Service Residential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

 1 of 8 



NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 252,180.99 252,180.99 15.42 0.00 252,504.80Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Mobile Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

16,384.97 320,906.64 337,291.60 177.76 2.90 341,923.68

2,118.28 2,118.28 27.75 0.72 2,924.37

Total

0.00Water

2,018.59 0.00 2,018.59 119.30 0.00 4,523.80

252,180.99 252,180.99 15.42 0.00 252,504.80

Waste

0.00Mobile

0.00 48,361.62 48,361.62 1.61 0.83 48,652.61

18,245.75 32,612.12 13.68 1.35 33,318.10

Energy

14,366.38Area

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.1 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2.0 Emissions Summary
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 19,868.68 19,868.68 0.38 0.36 19,989.59NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 28,492.94 28,492.94 1.23 0.47 28,663.02Electricity 
Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Energy Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

H-O or C-NW

Single Family Housing 16.80 7.10 7.90 37.30 20.70 42.00

3.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

Total 133,099.56 140,192.64 121,973.16 473,389,254 473,389,254

Single Family Housing 133,099.56 140,192.64 121973.16 473,389,254 473,389,254

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

3.2 Trip Summary Information
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28,492.94 1.23 0.47 28,663.02

28,492.94 1.23 0.47 28,663.02

Total

Single Family 
Housing

9.3296e+007

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

4.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 19,868.68 19,868.68 0.38 0.36 19,989.59Total

0.00 19,868.68 19,868.68 0.38 0.36 19,989.59Single Family 
Housing

3.72325e+008

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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14,366.38 18,245.75 32,612.12 13.68 1.35 33,318.11

170.60 170.60 0.19 0.00 174.53

Total

0.00Landscaping

14,366.38 18,075.15 32,441.52 13.49 1.35 33,143.58

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth

0.00Consumer Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

NA NA NA NA NA

5.2 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

14,366.38 18,245.75 32,612.12 13.68 1.35 33,318.10Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Area Detail
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2,118.28 27.75 0.72 2,924.37

2,118.28 27.75 0.72 2,924.37

Total

Single Family 
Housing

906.162 / 
571.276

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

NA

6.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.72 2,924.37

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Unmitigated 2,118.28 27.75

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

6.1 Mitigation Measures Water

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.0 Water Detail
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2,018.59 119.30 0.00 4,523.80

2,018.59 119.30 0.00 4,523.80

Total

Single Family 
Housing

9944.25

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

NA

7.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.00 4,523.80

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

 Unmitigated 2,018.59 119.30

CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

7.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

7.0 Waste Detail

 7 of 8 
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Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor per TDPUD

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

General Light Industry 209 1000sqft

Strip Mall 530.5 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

General Office Building 44.6 1000sqft

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 5/2/2013

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Electric Service Nonresidential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

 1 of 7 



NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 21,874.75 21,874.75 1.52 0.00 21,906.59Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Mobile Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

2,589.73 26,954.31 29,544.04 187.59 0.89 33,761.42

1,819.25 1,819.25 32.89 0.84 2,771.27

Total

0.00Water

2,589.73 0.00 2,589.73 153.05 0.00 5,803.75

21,874.75 21,874.75 1.52 0.00 21,906.59

Waste

0.00Mobile

0.00 3,260.31 3,260.31 0.13 0.05 3,279.81

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy

0.00Area

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.1 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2.0 Emissions Summary
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 304.85 304.85 0.01 0.01 306.70NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 2,955.47 2,955.47 0.13 0.05 2,973.11Electricity 
Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Energy Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

19.00

Strip Mall 14.70 6.60 6.60 16.60 64.40 19.00

General Office Building 14.70 6.60 6.60 33.00 48.00

H-O or C-NW

General Light Industry 14.70 6.60 6.60 59.00 28.00 13.00

3.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

Total 25,459.54 22,683.80 11,023.94 39,636,735 39,636,735

Strip Mall 23,511.76 22,302.22 10838.12 34,358,734 34,358,734

General Office Building 491.05 105.70 43.71 1,027,278 1,027,278

General Light Industry 1,456.73 275.88 142.12 4,250,723 4,250,723

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

3.2 Trip Summary Information
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2,955.47 0.13 0.04 2,973.11

2,485.34 0.11 0.04 2,500.17

Total

168.22 0.01 0.00 169.22

Strip Mall 8.13787e+006

301.91 0.01 0.00 303.72

General Office 
Building

550810

General Light 
Industry

988570

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

4.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 304.84 304.84 0.00 0.00 306.70Total

0.00 214.87 214.87 0.00 0.00 216.18Strip Mall 4.0265e+006

0.00 48.93 48.93 0.00 0.00 49.23General Office 
Building

916976

0.00 41.04 41.04 0.00 0.00 41.29General Light 
Industry

769120

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00Total

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping

0.00Consumer Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

NA NA NA NA NA

5.2 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Area Detail
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1,819.24 32.88 0.85 2,771.27

91.12 1.20 0.03 126.07

Total

18.38 0.24 0.01 25.43

Strip Mall 39.2955 / 
24.0843

1,709.74 31.44 0.81 2,619.77

General Office 
Building

7.92693 / 
4.85844

General Light 
Industry

1027.64 / 0

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

NA

6.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.84 2,771.27

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Unmitigated 1,819.25 32.89

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

6.1 Mitigation Measures Water

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.0 Water Detail
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2,589.73 153.05 0.00 5,803.75

113.07 6.68 0.00 253.40

Total

8.42 0.50 0.00 18.87

Strip Mall 557.02

2,468.24 145.87 0.00 5,531.48

General Office 
Building

41.48

General Light 
Industry

12159.4

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

NA

7.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.00 5,803.75

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

 Unmitigated 2,589.73 153.05

CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

7.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

7.0 Waste Detail
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Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor per TDPUD

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 59 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 5/2/2013

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Water Service Additional Residential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 1,069.79 1,069.79 0.07 0.00 1,071.17Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Mobile Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

69.52 1,361.34 1,430.87 0.77 0.01 1,450.53

8.99 8.99 0.12 0.00 12.41

Total

0.00Water

8.58 0.00 8.58 0.51 0.00 19.22

1,069.79 1,069.79 0.07 0.00 1,071.17

Waste

0.00Mobile

0.00 205.16 205.16 0.01 0.00 206.39

77.40 138.35 0.06 0.01 141.34

Energy

60.94Area

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.1 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2.0 Emissions Summary
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 84.29 84.29 0.00 0.00 84.80NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 120.87 120.87 0.01 0.00 121.59Electricity 
Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Energy Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

H-O or C-NW

Single Family Housing 16.80 7.10 7.90 37.30 20.70 42.00

3.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

Total 564.63 594.72 517.43 2,008,194 2,008,194

Single Family Housing 564.63 594.72 517.43 2,008,194 2,008,194

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

3.2 Trip Summary Information
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

60.94 77.40 138.35 0.06 0.01 141.34Unmitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Area Detail

120.87 0.01 0.00 121.59

120.87 0.01 0.00 121.59

Total

Single Family 
Housing

395777

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

4.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 84.29 84.29 0.00 0.00 84.80Total

0.00 84.29 84.29 0.00 0.00 84.80Single Family 
Housing

1.57946e+006

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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NA

0.00 12.41

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Unmitigated 8.99 0.12

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

6.1 Mitigation Measures Water

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.0 Water Detail

60.94 77.40 138.34 0.06 0.01 141.34

0.72 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.74

Total

0.00Landscaping

60.94 76.68 137.62 0.06 0.01 140.60

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth

0.00Consumer Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

5.2 Area by SubCategory
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NA

0.00 19.22

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

 Unmitigated 8.58 0.51

CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

7.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

7.0 Waste Detail

8.99 0.12 0.00 12.41

8.99 0.12 0.00 12.41

Total

Single Family 
Housing

3.84409 / 
2.42345

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

6.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2
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8.58 0.51 0.00 19.22

8.58 0.51 0.00 19.22

Total

Single Family 
Housing

42.25

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

7.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

 7 of 7 



Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor per Liberty Utilities CalPeco

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 13908 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 5/2/2013

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Electric Service Residential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

 1 of 2 



55,614.77 1.23 0.47 55,784.84

55,614.77 1.23 0.47 55,784.84

Total

Single Family 
Housing

9.3296e+007

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

2.1 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

2.0 Emissions Summary

 2 of 2 



Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor per Liberty Utilities CalPeco

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

General Light Industry 209 1000sqft

Strip Mall 530.5 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

General Office Building 44.6 1000sqft

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 5/2/2013

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Electric Service Nonresidential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

 1 of 2 



5,768.71 0.13 0.04 5,786.36

4,851.07 0.11 0.04 4,865.91

Total

328.34 0.01 0.00 329.35

Strip Mall 8.13787e+006

589.30 0.01 0.00 591.10

General Office 
Building

550810

General Light 
Industry

988570

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

2.1 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

2.0 Emissions Summary

 2 of 2 



Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity Factor per Liberty Utilities CalPeco

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 59 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 5/2/2013

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Water Service Additional Residential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

 1 of 2 



235.93 0.01 0.00 236.65

235.93 0.01 0.00 236.65

Total

Single Family 
Housing

395777

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

2.0 Emissions Summary
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3.2 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES 

Nevada County LAFCo Sphere of Influence Update – Truckee Donner Public Utility District 

February 2013 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.2-1 

This section of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the proposed project’s effect on greenhouse 

gas emissions and the associated effects of climate change. The California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) requires that lead agencies consider the reasonably foreseeable adverse 

environmental effects of projects they are considering for approval.  

3.2.1 EXISTING SETTING 

EXISTING CLIMATE SETTING 

Since the early 1990s, scientific consensus holds that the world’s population is releasing 

greenhouse gases faster than the earth’s natural systems can absorb them. These gases are 

released as byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, waste disposal, energy use, land-use changes, 

and other human activities. This release of gases, such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), 

and nitrous oxide (N2O), creates a blanket around the earth that allows light to pass through but 

traps heat at the surface preventing its escape into space. While this is a naturally occurring 

process known as the greenhouse effect, human activities have accelerated the generation of 

greenhouse gases beyond natural levels. The overabundance of greenhouse gases in the 

atmosphere has led to an unexpected warming of the earth and has the potential to severely 

impact the earth’s climate system. 

While often used interchangeably, there is a difference between the terms “climate change” 

and “global warming.” According to the National Academy of Sciences, climate change refers 

to any significant, measurable change of climate lasting for an extended period of time that 

can be caused by both natural factors and human activities. Global warming, on the other 

hand, is an average increase in the temperature of the atmosphere caused by increased 

greenhouse gas emissions. The use of the term climate change is becoming more prevalent 

because it encompasses all changes to the climate, not just temperature. 

To fully understand global climate change, it is important to recognize the naturally occurring 

greenhouse effect and to define the greenhouse gases that contribute to this phenomenon. 

Various gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs), 

play a critical role in determining the earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation enters the 

earth’s atmosphere from space and a portion of the radiation is absorbed by the earth’s 

surface. The earth emits this radiation back toward space, but the properties of the radiation 

change from high-frequency solar radiation to lower-frequency infrared radiation. Greenhouse 

gases, which are transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation. As a 

result, this radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is now retained, 

resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect. 

Among the prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are CO2, CH4, N2O, 

hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  

Table 3.2-1 provides descriptions of the primary greenhouse gases attributed to global climate 

change, including a description of their physical properties, primary sources, and contribution to 

the greenhouse effect.  

  



3.2 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES 

Sphere of Influence Update – Truckee Donner Public Utility District Nevada County LAFCo 

Draft Environmental Impact Report February 2013 

3.2-2 

TABLE 3.2-1 

GREENHOUSE GASES 

Greenhouse Gas Description 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) 

Carbon dioxide is a colorless, odorless gas. CO2 is emitted in a number of ways, both 

naturally and through human activities. The largest source of CO2 emissions globally is 

the combustion of fossil fuels such as coal, oil, and gas in power plants, automobiles, 

industrial facilities, and other sources. The atmospheric lifetime of CO2 is variable 

because it is so readily exchanged in the atmosphere.1  

Methane (CH4) 

Methane is a colorless, odorless gas that is not flammable under most circumstances. 

CH4 is the major component of natural gas, about 87 percent by volume. It is also 

formed and released to the atmosphere by biological processes occurring in anaerobic 

environments. Methane is emitted from a variety of both human-related and natural 

sources. Human-related sources include fossil fuel production, animal husbandry 

(intestinal fermentation in livestock and manure management), rice cultivation, biomass 

burning, and waste management. These activities release significant quantities of 

methane to the atmosphere. Natural sources of methane include wetlands, gas hydrates, 

permafrost, termites, oceans, freshwater bodies, non-wetland soils, and other sources 

such as wildfires. Methane‘s atmospheric lifetime is about 12 years.2  

Nitrous oxide (N2O) 

Nitrous oxide is a clear, colorless gas with a slightly sweet odor. N2O is produced by 

both natural and human-related sources. Primary human-related sources of N2O are 

agricultural soil management, animal manure management, sewage treatment, mobile 

and stationary combustion of fossil fuels, adipic acid production, and nitric acid 

production. N2O is also produced naturally from a wide variety of biological sources in 

soil and water, particularly microbial action in wet tropical forests. The atmospheric 

lifetime of N2O is approximately 120 years.3  

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 

Hydrofluorocarbons are man-made chemicals, many of which have been developed as 

alternatives to ozone-depleting substances for industrial, commercial, and consumer 

products. The atmospheric lifetime for HFCs varies from just over a year for HFC-152a 

to 260 years for HFC-23. Most of the commercially used HFCs have atmospheric 

lifetimes less than 15 years (e.g., HFC-134a, which is used in automobile air 

conditioning and refrigeration, has an atmospheric life of 14 years).4  

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 

Perfluorocarbons are colorless, highly dense, chemically inert, and nontoxic. There are 

seven PFC gases: perfluoromethane (CF4), perfluoroethane (C2F6), perfluoropropane 

(C3F8), perfluorobutane (C4F10), perfluorocyclobutane (C4F8), perfluoropentane (C5F12), 

and perfluorohexane (C6F14). Natural geological emissions have been responsible for 

the PFCs that have accumulated in the atmosphere in the past; however, the largest 

current source is aluminum production, which releases CF4 and C2F6 as byproducts. The 

estimated atmospheric lifetimes for CF4 and C2F6 are 50,000 and 10,000 years, 

respectively.4,5  

Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 

Sulfur hexafluoride is an inorganic compound that is colorless, odorless, nontoxic, and 

generally nonflammable. SF6 is primarily used as an electrical insulator in high voltage 

equipment. The electric power industry uses roughly 80 percent of all SF6 produced 

worldwide. Significant leaks occur from aging equipment and during equipment 

maintenance and servicing. SF6 has an atmospheric life of 3,200 years.4  

Sources: 1EPA 2011a, 2EPA 2011b, 3EPA 2010a, 4EPA 2010b, 5EFCTC 2003 
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3.2-3 

Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere based on the lifetime, or 

persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. Gases with high global warming potential, 

such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, are the most heat-absorbent. Methane traps over 21 times more 

heat per molecule than CO2, and N2O absorbs 310 times more heat per molecule than CO2. 

Often, estimates of GHG emissions are presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which 

weight each gas by its global warming potential (GWP). Expressing GHG emissions in carbon 

dioxide equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect and 

converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO2 were being 

emitted. Table 3.2-2 shows the GWPs for different greenhouse gases for a 100-year time horizon.  

TABLE 3.2-2 

GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR GREENHOUSE GASES 

Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potential 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) 1 

Methane (CH4) 21 

Nitrous oxide (N2O) 310 

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 6,500 

Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 23,900 

Source: California Climate Action Registry 2009 

As the name implies, global climate change is a global problem. GHGs are global pollutants, 

unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, which are pollutants of regional and 

local concern, respectively. California is a significant emitter of CO2 in the world and produced 

477 million gross metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent in 2008 (CARB 2010). Consumption of 

fossil fuels in the transportation sector was the single largest source of California’s GHG emissions 

in 2008, accounting for 36.4 percent of total GHG emissions in the state (CARB 2010). This 

category was followed by the electric power sector (including both in-state and out-of-state 

sources) (24.3 percent) and the industrial sector (19.3 percent) (CARB 2010).  

EFFECTS OF GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE  

California can draw on substantial scientific research conducted by experts at various state 

universities and research institutions. With more than a decade of concerted research, scientists 

have established that the early signs of climate change are already evident in the state—as 

shown, for example, in increased average temperatures, changes in temperature extremes, 

reduced snowpack in the Sierra Nevada, sea level rise, and ecological shifts. 

Many of these changes are accelerating—locally, across the country, and around the globe. As a 

result of emissions already released into the atmosphere, California is anticipated to face 

intensifying climate changes in coming decades (CNRA 2009). Generally, research indicates that 

California should expect overall hotter and drier conditions with a continued reduction in winter 

snow (with concurrent increases in winter rains), as well as increased average temperatures, and 

accelerating sea-level rise. In addition to changes in average temperatures, sea level, and 

precipitation patterns, the intensity of extreme weather events is also changing (CNRA 2009). 

Climate change temperature projections identified in the 2009 California Climate Adaptation 

Strategy suggest the following (CNRA 2009): 
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 Average temperature increase is expected to be more pronounced in the summer than 

in the winter season. 

 Inland areas are likely to experience more pronounced warming than coastal regions. 

 Heat waves are expected to increase in frequency, with individual heat waves also 

showing a tendency toward becoming longer, and extending over a larger area, thus 

more likely to encompass multiple population centers in California at the same time. 

 As GHGs remain in the atmosphere for decades, temperature changes over the next 30 

to 40 years are already largely determined by past emissions. By 2050, temperatures are 

projected to increase by an additional 1.8 to 5.4°F (an increase one to three times as 

large as that which occurred over the entire 20th century). 

 By 2100, the models project temperature increases between 3.6 and 9°F. 

Precipitation levels are expected to change over the 21st century, though models differ in 

determining where and how much rain and snowfall patterns may change (CNRA 2009). Eleven 

out of 12 precipitation models run by the Scripps Institution of Oceanography suggest a small to 

significant (12–35 percent) overall decrease in precipitation levels by mid-century (CNRA 2009). 

In addition, higher temperatures increase evaporation and make for a generally drier climate, 

as higher temperatures hasten snowmelt. Moreover, the 2009 California Climate Adaptation 

Strategy concludes that more precipitation may fall as rain rather than as snow, with important 

implications for water management in the state. California communities have largely depended 

on runoff from yearly established snowpack to provide the water supplies during the warmer, 

drier months of late spring, summer, and early autumn. With rainfall and meltwater running off 

earlier in the year, the state may face increasing challenges of storing the water for the dry 

season while protecting Californians downstream from floodwaters during the wet season. 

According to the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, the impacts of climate change in 

California have the potential to include, but are not limited to, the areas discussed in Table 3.2-3.  

TABLE 3.2-3 

POTENTIAL STATEWIDE IMPACTS FROM CLIMATE CHANGE 

Potential Statewide Impact Description 

Public Health 

Climate change is expected to lead to an increase in ambient (i.e., outdoor) average air 

temperature, with greater increases expected in summer than in winter months. Larger 

temperature increases are anticipated in inland communities as compared to the 

California coast. The potential health impacts from sustained and significantly higher 

than average temperatures include heat stroke, heat exhaustion, and the exacerbation of 

existing medical conditions such as cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, diabetes, 

nervous system disorders, emphysema, and epilepsy. Numerous studies have indicated 

that there are generally more deaths during periods of sustained higher temperatures, 

and these are due to cardiovascular causes and other chronic diseases. The elderly, 

infants, and socially isolated people with pre-existing illnesses who lack access to air 

conditioning or cooling spaces are among the most at risk during heat waves. 
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Potential Statewide Impact Description 

Floods and Droughts 

The impacts of flooding can be significant. Results may include population 

displacement, severe psychosocial stress with resulting mental health impacts, 

exacerbation of pre-existing chronic conditions, and infectious disease. Additionally, 

impacts can range from a loss of personal belongings, and the emotional ramifications 

from such loss, to direct injury and/or mortality.  

Drinking water contamination outbreaks in the United States are associated with 

extreme precipitation events. Runoff from rainfall is also associated with coastal 

contamination that can lead to contamination of shellfish and contribute to food-borne 

illness. Floodwaters may contain household, industrial, and agricultural chemicals as 

well as sewage and animal waste. Flooding and heavy rainfall events can wash 

pathogens and chemicals from contaminated soils, farms, and streets into drinking water 

supplies. Flooding may also overload storm and wastewater systems, or flood septic 

systems, also leading to possible contamination of drinking water systems. 

Drought impacts develop more slowly over time. Risks to public health that Californians 

may face from drought include impacts on water supply and quality, food production 

(both agricultural and commercial fisheries), and risks of waterborne illness. As surface 

water supplies are reduced as a result of drought conditions, the amount of groundwater 

pumping is expected to increase to make up for the water shortfall. The increase in 

groundwater pumping has the potential to lower the water tables and cause land 

subsidence. Communities that utilize well water will be adversely affected by drops in 

water tables or through changes in water quality. Groundwater supplies have higher 

levels of total dissolved solids compared to surface waters. This introduces a set of 

effects for consumers, such as repair and maintenance costs associated with mineral 

deposits in water heaters and other plumbing fixtures, and on public water system 

infrastructure designed for lower salinity surface water supplies. Drought may also lead 

to increased concentration of contaminants in drinking water supplies. 

Water Resources 

The state’s water supply system already faces challenges to provide water for 

California’s growing population. Climate change is expected to exacerbate these 

challenges through increased temperatures and possible changes in precipitation 

patterns. The trends of the last century—especially increases in hydrologic variability—

will likely intensify in this century. The state can expect to experience more frequent 

and larger floods and deeper droughts. Rising sea level will threaten the Delta water 

conveyance system and increase salinity in near-coastal groundwater supplies. Planning 

for and adapting to these simultaneous changes, particularly their impacts on public 

safety and long-term water supply reliability, will be among the most significant 

challenges facing water and flood managers this century. 

Forests and Landscapes 

Global climate change has the potential to intensify the current threat to forests and 

landscapes by increasing the risk of wildfire and altering the distribution and character 

of natural vegetation. If temperatures rise into the medium warming range, wildfire 

occurrence statewide could increase from 57 percent to 169 percent by 2085. 

However, since wildfire risk is determined by a combination of factors, including 

precipitation, winds, temperature, and landscape and vegetation conditions, future risks 

will not be uniform throughout the state.  

Source: CNRA 2009 

3.2.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

FEDERAL REGULATION AND THE CLEAN AIR ACT 

In the past, the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has not regulated greenhouse gases 

under the Clean Air Act (CAA) because it asserted that the act did not authorize the EPA to 

issue mandatory regulations to address global climate change and that such regulation would 

be unwise without an unequivocally established causal link between GHGs and the increase in 
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global surface air temperatures. However, the US Supreme Court held that the EPA must 

consider regulation of motor vehicle GHG emissions. In Massachusetts v. Environmental 

Protection Agency et al., twelve states and cities, including California, together with several 

environmental organizations, sued to require the EPA to regulate GHGs as pollutants under the 

Clean Air Act (127 S. Ct. 1438 [2007]). The Court ruled that GHGs fit within the Clean Air Act’s 

definition of a pollutant and that the EPA did not have a valid rationale for not regulating GHGs. 

In response to this ruling, the EPA made an endangerment finding that greenhouse gases pose a 

threat to the public health and welfare. This is the first step necessary for the establishment of 

federal GHG regulations under the Clean Air Act. 

In April 2010, the EPA issued the final rule on new standards for GHG emissions and fuel economy 

for light-duty vehicles in model years 2017–2025. In November 2010, the EPA published the PSD 

[Prevention of Significant Deterioration] and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases, 

which provides the basic information that permit writers and applicants need to address GHG 

emissions regulated under the Clean Air Act. In that document, the EPA described the Tailoring 

Rule in the regulation of GHG emissions. With the Tailoring Rule, the EPA established a phased 

schedule in the regulation of stationary sources. The first phase of the Tailoring Rule began 

January 2, 2011, and focuses the GHG permitting programs on the largest sources with the most 

Clean Air Act permitting experience. In step two, which began June 1, 2011, the rule expands to 

cover large sources of GHGs that may not have been previously covered by the Clean Air Act 

for other pollutants. The rule also describes the EPA’s commitment to future rulemaking that will 

describe subsequent steps of the Tailoring Rule for GHG permitting (EPA 2010d). 

FEDERAL HEAVY-DUTY NATIONAL PROGRAM 

In August 2011, the EPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic Safety 

Administration (NHTSA) announced the first-ever program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

and improve fuel efficiency of heavy-duty trucks and buses. The EPA and the NHTSA have each 

adopted complementary standards under their respective authorities covering model years 

2014–2018, which together form a comprehensive Heavy-Duty National Program. The goal of the 

joint rulemakings is to present coordinated federal standards that help manufacturers to build a 

single fleet of vehicles and engines that are able to comply with both. The EPA and the NHTSA 

have adopted standards for CO2 emissions and fuel consumption, respectively, tailored to each 

of three main regulatory categories: (1) combination tractors;
 
(2) heavy-duty pickup trucks and 

vans; and (3) vocational vehicles. The EPA has additionally adopted standards to control HFC 

leakage from air conditioning systems in pickups and vans and combination tractors. Also 

exclusive to the EPA program are the EPA’s N2O and CH4 standards that will apply to all heavy-

duty engines, pickups, and vans. For purposes of this program, the heavy-duty fleet incorporates 

all on-road vehicles rated at a gross vehicle weight at or above 8,500 pounds, and the engines 

that power them, except those covered by the current GHG emissions and Corporate Average 

Fuel Economy standards for model year 2012–2016 passenger vehicles.
  

The Heavy-Duty National Program is projected to reduce fuel use and GHG emissions from 

medium- and heavy-duty vehicles, from semi trucks to the largest pickup trucks and vans, as well 

as all types and sizes of work trucks and buses in between. Vehicles covered by this program 

make up the transportation segment’s second largest contributor to oil consumption and GHG 

emissions. This comprehensive program is designed to address the urgent and closely intertwined 

challenges of dependence on oil, energy security, and global climate change. The EPA and the 

NHTSA estimate that the combined standards will reduce CO2 emissions by about 270 million 

metric tons and save about 530 million barrels of oil over the life of vehicles built for the 2014 to 

2018 model years, providing $49 billion in net program benefits. A second phase of regulations is 

planned for model years beyond 2018. The goals would include spurring innovation as well as 
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updating the assessment of actual emissions and fuel use from this sector. Such future regulation 

would also be designed to align with similar programs developed outside the United States. 

STATE 

Executive Order S-3-05 

Executive Order S-3-05 (State of California) proclaims that California is vulnerable to the impacts 

of climate change. It declares that increased temperatures could reduce the Sierra’s snowpack, 

further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and potentially cause a rise in sea levels. To 

combat those concerns, the Executive Order established total greenhouse gas emission targets. 

Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, to the 1990 level by 2020, 

and to 80 percent below the 1990 level by 2050.  

The Executive Order directed the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency 

(CalEPA) to coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the target 

levels. The Secretary will also submit biannual reports to the governor and state legislature 

describing (1) progress made toward reaching the emission targets, (2) impacts of global 

warming on California’s resources, and (3) mitigation and adaptation plans to combat these 

impacts. To comply with the Executive Order, the Secretary of CalEPA created a Climate Action 

Team made up of members from various state agencies and commissions. The Climate Action 

Team released its first report in March 2006 and continues to release periodic reports on progress. 

The report proposed to achieve the targets by building on voluntary actions of California 

businesses, local government and community actions, as well as through state incentive and 

regulatory programs. 

Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (Health and Safety Code Sections 38500, 38501, 28510, 38530, 38550, 38560, 

38561–38565, 38570, 38571, 38574, 38580, 38590, 38592–38599) requires that statewide GHG 

emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by the year 2020. The gases that are regulated by AB 32 

include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, nitrogen 

trifluoride, and sulfur hexafluoride. The reduction to 1990 levels will be accomplished through an 

enforceable statewide cap on GHG emissions that will be phased in starting in 2012. To 

effectively implement the cap, AB 32 directs CARB to develop and implement regulations to 

reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources. AB 32 specifies that regulations 

adopted in response to AB 1493 should be used to address GHG emissions from vehicles. 

However, AB 32 also includes language stating that if the AB 1493 regulations cannot be 

implemented, then CARB should develop new regulations to control vehicle GHG emissions 

under the authorization of AB 32. 

AB 32 requires that CARB adopt a quantified cap on GHG emissions representing 1990 emissions 

levels and disclose how it arrives at the cap, institute a schedule to meet the emissions cap, and 

develop tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that the state achieves 

reductions in GHG emissions necessary to meet the cap. CARB is implementing this program. The 

CARB Board adopted a draft resolution for formal cap-and-trade rulemaking on December 16, 

2010, and is developing offset protocols and compliance requirements. AB 32 also includes 

guidance to institute emissions reductions in an economically efficient manner and conditions to 

ensure that businesses and consumers are not unfairly affected by the reductions. 
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Climate Change Scoping Plan 

In October of 2008, CARB published its Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan, which is the 

State’s plan to achieve GHG reductions in California required by AB 32. The Scoping Plan 

contains the main strategies California will implement to achieve reduction of 169 million metric 

tons (MMT) of CO2e, or approximately 30 percent from the state’s projected 2020 emission level 

of 596 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario (this is a reduction of 42 MMT CO2e, or 

almost 10 percent, from 2002–2004 average emissions). The Scoping Plan also includes CARB-

recommended GHG reductions for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory. The 

largest proposed GHG reduction recommendations are from improving emission standards for 

light-duty vehicles (estimated reductions of 31.7 MMT CO2e), implementation of the Low-Carbon 

Fuel Standard (15.0 MMT CO2e), energy efficiency measures in buildings and appliances and the 

widespread development of combined heat and power systems (26.3 MMT CO2e), and a 

renewable portfolio standard for electricity production (21.3 MMT CO2e). The Scoping Plan 

identifies the local equivalent of AB 32 targets as a 15 percent reduction below baseline 

greenhouse gas emissions level, with baseline interpreted as greenhouse gas emissions levels 

between 2003 and 2008. The Scoping Plan states that land use planning and urban growth 

decisions will play an important role in the state’s GHG reductions because local governments 

have primary authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit how land is developed to 

accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their jurisdictions. (Meanwhile, 

CARB is also developing an additional protocol for community emissions.) CARB further 

acknowledges that decisions on how land is used will have large impacts on the GHG emissions 

that will result from the transportation, housing, industry, forestry, water, agriculture, electricity, 

and natural gas emission sectors. The Scoping Plan states that the ultimate GHG reduction 

assignment to local government operations is to be determined. With regard to land use 

planning, the Scoping Plan expects approximately 5.0 MMT CO2e will be achieved associated 

with implementation of Senate Bill 375, which is discussed further below. The Climate Change 

Proposed Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008. 

The status of the Scoping Plan had been uncertain as a result of a court decision in the case of 

Association of Irritated Residents v. California Air Resources Board (San Francisco Superior Court 

Case No. CPF-09-509562). The court found that CARB, in its CEQA review, had not adequately 

explained why it selected a scoping plan that included a cap-and-trade program rather than 

an alternative plan. While CARB disagrees with the trial court finding and has appealed the 

decision, in order to remove any doubt about the matter and in keeping with CARB’s interest in 

public participation and informed decision-making, CARB revisited the alternatives. The revised 

analysis includes the five alternatives included in the original environmental analysis: a “no 

project” alternative (that is, taking no action at all); a plan relying on a cap-and-trade program 

for the sectors included in a cap; a plan relying more on source-specific regulatory requirements 

with no cap-and-trade component; a plan relying on a carbon fee or tax; and a plan relying on 

a variety of proposed strategies and measures. The revised analysis relies on emissions 

projections updated in light of current economic forecasts, accounting for the economic 

downturn since 2008 and reduction measures already approved and put in place.  

The public hearing to consider approval of the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent 

Document (including the Supplement) and the AB 32 Scoping Plan was held on August 24, 2011. 

On this date, the Scoping Plan was re-approved by the Board.  

  

http://www.arb.ca.gov/newsrel/newsrelease.php?id=236
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Senate Bill 1368 

Senate Bill (SB) 1368 (codified at Public Utilities Code Chapter 3) is the companion bill of AB 32. 

SB 1368 required the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to establish a greenhouse gas 

emission performance standard for baseload generation from investor-owned utilities by 

February 1, 2007. The bill also required the California Energy Commission (CEC) to establish a similar 

standard for local publicly owned utilities by June 30, 2007. These standards cannot exceed the 

greenhouse gas emission rate from a baseload combined-cycle natural-gas-fired plant. The 

legislation further requires that all electricity provided to California, including imported electricity, 

must be generated from plants that meet the standards set by the CPUC and the CEC. 

Senate Bill 1078, Governor’s Order S-14-08, and Senate Bill 2 (1X) (California Renewables 

Portfolio Standards)  

Senate Bill 1078 (Public Utilities Code Sections 387, 390.1, and 399.25 and Article 16) addresses 

electricity supply and requires that retail sellers of electricity, including investor-owned utilities 

electric service providers, and community choice aggregators, provide a minimum 20 percent 

of their supply from renewable sources by 2017. This Senate Bill will affect statewide GHG 

emissions associated with electricity generation. In 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger signed 

Executive Order S-14-08, which set the renewable portfolio standard target to 33 percent by 

2020. It directed state government agencies and retail sellers of electricity to take all 

appropriate actions to implement this target. 

Prior to the Executive Order, the CPUC and the CEC were responsible for implementing and 

overseeing the Renewables Portfolio Standards. The Executive Order shifted that responsibility to 

the California Air Resources Board (CARB), requiring them to adopt regulations by July 31, 2010. 

CARB is required by current law, AB 32 of 2006, to regulate sources of greenhouse gases to meet 

a state goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and an 80 percent 

reduction of 1990 levels by 2050. 

In March 2011, Senate Bill 2 (1X) establishing S-14-08 as law passed the state’s legislature. While 

Senate Bill 2 (1X) contains the same targets as Governor’s Order S-14-08 (33 percent of supply from 

renewable sources by 2020), as an executive order it did not have the force of law (Governor’s 

Orders can be reversed by future governors). The Renewables Portfolio Standard program under 

Senate Bill 2 (1X) specifically excludes local publicly owned electric utilities like the Truckee Donner 

Public Utility District (TDPUD; District)) from the definition of “retail seller” (CEC 2008). Instead, local 

publicly owned electric utilities, such as the TDPUD, are required to implement a Renewables 

Portfolio Standard, but are given flexibility in developing utility‐specific targets, timelines, and 

resource eligibility rules (CEC 2008). 

LOCAL 

Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District  

The project is under jurisdiction of the Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD), 

which regulates air quality according to the standards established in the federal and state 

Clean Air Acts and amendments to those acts. The NSAQMD comprises three contiguous, 

mountainous, rural counties in northeastern California (Nevada, Sierra, and Plumas counties) and 

regulates air quality through its permitting authority and through air quality–related planning and 

review activities over most types of stationary emission sources. 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf
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The NSAQMD has not yet established significance thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions from 

project operations. 

3.2.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Per Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to climate change are 

considered significant if implementation of the proposed project would result in any of the 

following: 

1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment. 

2) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

To meet the GHG emission targets of AB 32, California would need to generate less GHG emissions 

in the future than current levels. It is recognized, however, that for most projects there is no simple 

metric available to determine if a single project would substantially increase or decrease overall 

GHG emission levels or conflict with the goals of AB 32. Moreover, emitting GHG emissions into the 

atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental effect. It is the increased concentration of GHG 

emissions in the atmosphere resulting in global climate change and the associated consequences 

of climate change that results in adverse environmental effects (e.g., sea level rise, loss of 

snowpack, severe weather events). Although it is possible to generally estimate a project’s 

incremental contribution of GHGs into the atmosphere, it is typically not possible to determine 

whether or how an individual project’s relatively small incremental contribution might translate into 

physical effects on the environment. Given the complex interactions between various global and 

regional-scale physical, chemical, atmospheric, terrestrial, and aquatic systems that result in the 

physical expressions of global climate change, it is impossible to discern whether the presence or 

absence of GHGs emitted by the project would result in any altered conditions. 

However, the State of California has established GHG reduction targets and has determined 

that GHG emissions as they relate to global climate change are a source of adverse 

environmental impacts in California that should be addressed under CEQA. Although AB 32 did 

not amend CEQA, it identifies the myriad environmental problems in California caused by global 

warming (Health and Safety Code Section 38501[a]). In response to the relative lack of 

guidance on addressing GHGs and climate change, SB 97 was passed in order to amend CEQA 

by directing the Office of Planning and Research to prepare revisions to the State CEQA 

Guidelines addressing the mitigation of GHGs or their consequences. These revisions to the State 

CEQA Guidelines went into effect in January 2010.  

Thresholds of significance illustrate the extent of an impact and are a basis from which to apply 

mitigation measures. Significance thresholds for GHG emissions resulting from land use 

development projects have not been established in Nevada County. In June 2010, the Bay Area 

Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) published its GHG thresholds.1 Utilization of the 

                                                      
1The thresholds the BAAQMD adopted were called into question by a minute order issued January 9, 2012, in California Building Industry 

Associated v. BAAQMD, Alameda Superior Court Case No RG10548693. On March 5, 2012, the Alameda County Superior Court issued a 

judgment finding that the BAAQMD had failed to comply with CEQA when it adopted the thresholds. The court did not determine 

whether the thresholds were valid on the merits, but found that the adoption of the thresholds was a project under CEQA. The court issued 

a writ of mandate ordering the BAAQMD to set aside the thresholds and cease dissemination of them until the BAAQMD had complied 

with CEQA. The claim made in the case concerned the CEQA impacts of adopting the thresholds; that is, how the thresholds would affect 

land use development patterns. Those issues are not relevant to the scientific soundness of the BAAQMD’s analysis of what levels of 
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BAAQMD’s GHG threshold has been considered reasonable and appropriate by NSAQMD staff 

in the cases of recent environmental impact reports published in Nevada County, such as the 

Coldstream Specific Plan DEIR (Town of Truckee 2011) and the Rincon Del Rio DEIR (Nevada 

County 2012). If the proposed project would generate GHG emissions above the threshold level, 

it would be considered to contribute substantially to a cumulative impact and the impact would 

be considered significant. The proposed project would also be considered to have a significant 

impact if it would be in conflict with the AB 32 goals for reducing GHG emissions. This DEIR 

assesses the project’s potential to result in a significant GHG impact by determining its 

consistency with the AB 32 Scoping Plan and Senate Bill 2X (Renewables Portfolio Standard), 

which both require 33 percent of supply from renewable energy sources by 2020. As stated 

previously, the AB 32 Scoping Plan contains the main strategies California is implementing to 

achieve reduction of 169 MMT of CO2e, or approximately 30 percent from the State’s projected 

2020 emissions level of 596 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario.  

METHODOLOGY 

As stated above, the NSAQMD does not currently have an adopted threshold of significance for 

GHG emissions. In June 2010, the BAAQMD published its GHG thresholds in which projects 

resulting in more than 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population (residents plus employees) 

per year are considered to result in a significant impact (BAAQMD 2011). The BAAQMD 

thresholds were chosen based on the substantial evidence that such thresholds represent 

quantitative and/or qualitative levels of GHG emissions, compliance with which means that the 

environmental impact of the GHG emissions will normally not be cumulatively considerable 

under CEQA (BAAQMD 2011). Compliance with such thresholds will be part of the solution to the 

cumulative GHG emissions problem, rather than hinder the State’s ability to meet its goals of 

reduced statewide GHG emissions under AB 32. For the purposes of evaluating the proposed 

project’s GHG impacts, emissions resulting from the potential extent of growth that could be 

supported upon future annexation of the two different SOIs proposed will be quantified and 

compared to the BAAQMD threshold of 4.6 metric tons of CO2e per service population annually.  

The project itself will also be compared with the strategies identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan for a 

determination of consistency. This DEIR assesses the project’s potential to result in a significant 

GHG impact by determining its consistency with the strategies contained with the AB 32 Scoping 

Plan and Renewables Portfolio Standard, which both require 33 percent of supply from 

renewable energy sources by 2020. In terms of electric service, since the proposed lands in the 

proposed SOI expansion under the District-preferred SOI scenario are currently within the service 

area of the energy provider Liberty Utilities, electrical use demand and electrical use–related GHG 

emissions are quantified for the maximum growth development potential of all proposed lands in 

the SOI expansion accounting for geographic location and the emission intensity factor for both 

Liberty Utilities and the TDPUD. In other words, for the purposes of projecting electrical energy 

demand and related GHG emissions that would result from the District-preferred SOI boundary, 

energy-source-derived emissions generated from the maximum growth development potential of 

the proposed SOI expansion under the District-preferred SOI scenario are quantified in 

consideration of both Liberty Utilities as the service provider and the TDPUD as the service 

provider.  

The resultant GHG emissions of proposed project implementation were calculated using the 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2011.1.1, computer program (see 

Appendix 3.2-A). The electrical service of the TDPUD will be compared with the strategies 

                                                                                                                                                                           
pollutants should be deemed significant, or the threshold to use in assessing any air quality-related impact the project would have on the 

existing environment. These thresholds are based on substantial evidence identified in Appendix D of the Guidelines and are therefore 

used in this analysis. 
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identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan for a determination of consistency, specifically Strategy E-3, 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (33 percent by 2020), which as previously stated requires 33 

percent of supply from renewable energy sources by 2020. Specifically, the TDPUD’s ability to 

comply with Strategy E-3 is evaluated in consideration of accommodating buildout of the 

proposed lands in the SOI expansion.  

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

GHG Emissions (Standard of Significance 1) 

Impact 3.2.1 The proposed project could result in a net increase in greenhouse gas 

emissions and could result in a significant impact on the environment. This 

impact is cumulatively considerable.  

GHG emissions contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the significant adverse environmental 

impacts of global climate change. The combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 

future projects contributes substantially to the phenomenon of global climate change and its 

associated environmental impacts and as such is addressed only as a cumulative impact. 

It is important to note that neither of the proposed scenarios—LAFCo-recommended or District-

preferred—would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new facilities. 

Neither Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The 

jurisdiction for land use matters for all of the land areas within the proposed SOIs would remain 

with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, Sierra County, or Placer County, and neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future development in a 

manner different than is currently outlined by these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans. 

Furthermore, GHG emissions are already being generated by current land use activities.  

LAFCo-Recommended Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

Electric and Water Service 

Table 3.3-3 in Section 3.3 of this DEIR identifies the extent of growth potential in the LAFCo-

recommended SOI (near term and long term). The total development potential shown in Table 

3.3-3 does not factor existing development. It should be noted that some of this growth (rural 

development) could occur without the proposed update of the SOIs given that electric and 

water service can also be provided through wells or the Placer County Water Agency (Placer 

County only) and electrical service by private company service providers.  

For the purposes of projecting GHG emissions that could result from the LAFCo-recommended 

SOI boundary, emissions generated from the maximum growth potential in the LAFCo-

recommended SOI (near term and long term) are quantified.2 Estimated GHG emissions resulting 

from these activities are summarized in Table 3.2-4.  

                                                      
2 No aspect of the proposed project would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new facilities. Neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The jurisdiction for land use matters for all of the land areas 

within the proposed SOIs would remain with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, Sierra County, or Placer County, and neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future development in a manner different than is currently outlined by 

these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans.  



3.2 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES 

Nevada County LAFCo Sphere of Influence Update – Truckee Donner Public Utility District 

February 2013 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.2-13 

TABLE 3.2-4 

ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN  

LAFCO-RECOMMENDED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) 

Emissions Source 
Carbon Dioxide 

(CO2) 

Methane 

(CH4) 

Nitrous Oxide 

(N2O) 
CO2e 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 1,967 0.82 0.08 2,010 

Energy 4,803 0.13 0.06 4,825 

Mobile 20,957 1.31 0.00 20,985 

Waste 2,611 154 0.00 5,851 

Water 2,634 33 0.85 3,599 

Total 32,972 190 0.99 37,270 

Source: CalEEMod version 2011.1.1. The extent of growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI (near term and long term) is 
projected at 839 residential units, 209,000 square feet of industrial building space, and 97,000 square feet of commercial building space 
per Table 3.3-3 in Section 3.3. See Appendix 3.2-1 for emission model outputs.  

Table 3.2-5 depicts the projected GHG emissions per service population for the project. The 

service population associated with the growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI (near 

term and long term) was determined by estimating the number of potential residents and 

employees that would be accommodated with realization of the maximum growth potential in 

the LAFCo-recommended SOI. According to the Energy Information Administration (EIA; 1995), 

there is an average of one employee per 1,750 square feet of industrial building space and one 

employee per 900 square feet of commercial building space. Applying these ratios to the 

industrial and commercial square footage growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI 

(near term and long term) results in 227 potential employees (209,000 square feet of industrial 

building space ÷ 1,750 = 119 and 97,000 square feet of commercial building space ÷ 900 = 108. 

119 + 108 = 227). According to the California State Department of Finance (DOF; 2012), the 

average residential unit in the region houses 2.5 persons. The application of this ratio to the 

residential unit growth potential in the LAFCo-recommended SOI (near term and long term) 

equals 2,097 potential residents (839 x 2.5 = 2,097).  

TABLE 3.2-5 

LAFCO-RECOMMENDED TDPUD SPHERE OF INFLUENCE  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PER SERVICE POPULATION 

 
Emissions Jobs Population 

Service 

Population 

(SP) 

MTCO2e/SP/Year 

Growth Potential in the LAFCo-

Recommended SOI (Near Term and 

Long Term) 

37,270 227 2,097 2,324 16.0 

Based on the population and employment figures shown in Table 3.2-5, the projected service 

population associated with the maximum growth potential within the LAFCo-recommended SOI 

would be 2,324. Dividing the GHG emissions for this maximum growth potential yields a metric 

ton per service population ratio of 16.0.  
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District-Preferred Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

Electric and Water Service 

As previously described, the District-preferred SOI boundary proposes to maintain most of the 

area of the existing TDPUD Sphere of Influence for electric service in conjunction with an 

expansion of 3 square miles at the southeast corner of the existing SOI in Placer County 

(Northstar Load), the expansion of 23.5 square miles north of the existing SOI in Nevada County 

and Sierra County (Hobart Mills Load, Russell Valley Load, and Stampede Reservoir Generation 

Facility), and the reduction of 8 square miles of the existing SOI at its eastern edge in Nevada 

County (Figure 2.0-3). The District-preferred SOI for water service proposes to maintain the 

current SOI for water services. Therefore, the District-preferred SOI boundary would result in no 

change compared with the current SOI, and there is no potential for an expansion of water 

service facilities into any areas that have not been previously planned for development. 

Tables 3.3-4 and 3.3-5 in Section 3.3 of this DEIR identify the extent of growth potential in the 

District-preferred SOI. The total development potential shown in these tables does not factor 

existing development. It should be noted that some of this growth (rural development) could 

occur without the proposed update of the SOIs given that electric and water service can also 

be provided through wells or the Placer County Water Agency (Placer County only) and 

electrical service by private company service providers.  

For the purposes of projecting GHG emissions that could result from the District-preferred SOI 

boundary, emissions generated from the maximum growth potential in the District-preferred SOI 

are quantified based on the SOI for electric services as it is the largest SOI of the two.3 Estimated 

GHG emissions resulting from these activities are summarized in Table 3.2-6.  

TABLE 3.2-6 

 ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN DISTRICT-PREFERRED  

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) 

Emissions Source 
Carbon Dioxide 

(CO2) 

Methane 

(CH4) 

Nitrous Oxide 

(N2O) 
CO2e 

Area Source (landscaping, hearth) 32,750 14 1.36 33,459 

Energy 65,199 2 0.88 65,511 

Mobile 275,126 17 0.00 275,483 

Waste 5,517 272 0.00 10,347 

Water 5,609 61 1.56 7,370 

Total 383,301 366 3.80 392,170 

Source: CalEEMod version 2011.1.1. The extent of growth potential in the District-preferred SOI for electric service is projected at 
13,908 residential units, 530,500 square feet of commercial building space, 209,000 square feet of industrial building space, and 

44,600 square feet of office building space per Table 3.3-3 in Section 3.3. See Appendix 3.2-1 for emission model outputs.  

                                                      
3 No aspect of the proposed project would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new facilities. Neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The jurisdiction for land use matters for all of the land areas 

within the proposed SOIs would remain with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, Placer County, or Sierra County, and neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future development in a manner different than is currently outlined by 

these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans.  



3.2 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES 

Nevada County LAFCo Sphere of Influence Update – Truckee Donner Public Utility District 

February 2013 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

3.2-15 

Table 3.2-7 depicts the projected GHG emissions per service population for the project. The service 

population associated with the growth potential in the District-preferred SOI was determined by 

estimating the number of potential residents and employees that would be accommodated with 

realization of the maximum growth potential in the District-preferred SOI. According to the EIA 

(1995), there is an average of one employee per 1,750 square feet of industrial building space, 

one employee per 900 square feet of commercial building space, and one employee per 387 

square feet of office building space. Applying these ratios to the industrial, commercial, and office 

square footage growth potential in the District-preferred SOI results in 823 potential employees 

(209,000 square feet of industrial building space ÷ 1,750 = 119; 530,500 square feet of commercial 

building space ÷ 900 = 589; and 44,600 square feet of office building space ÷ 387 = 115. 119 + 589 + 

115 = 823). According to the DOF (2012), the average residential unit in region houses 2.5 persons. 

The application of this ratio to the residential unit growth potential in the District-preferred SOI 

equals 34,917 potential residents (13,967 x 2.5 = 34,917).  

TABLE 3.2-7 

DISTRICT-PREFERRED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS PER SERVICE POPULATION 

 
Emissions Jobs Population 

Service 

Population 

(SP) 

MTCO2e/SP/Year 

Growth Potential in District-

Preferred SOI  
392,170 342 34,917 35,740 11.0 

Based on the population and employment figures shown in Table 3.2-7, the projected service 

population associated with the maximum growth potential within the District-preferred SOI would 

be 35,740. Dividing the GHG emissions for this maximum growth potential yields a metric ton per 

service population ratio of 11.0.  

Summary of Environmental Effects of Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Both SOI Scenarios 

As shown, realization of the maximum growth potential of both the LAFCo-recommended SOI 

and the District-preferred SOI would exceed the BAAQMD threshold of 4.6 metric tons of CO2e 

per service population. Therefore, both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-preferred 

SOI could result in a net increase in cumulative GHG emissions. The potential contribution to 

GHGs is thus considered cumulatively considerable and is a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Mitigation Measures 

While the new SOIs would not result in any new growth-related environmental impacts or an 

increased severity of the above identified significant environmental impacts (similar finding to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15162), establishment of a new Sphere of Influence is the first step in a 

series of actions that support this planned growth. With the exception of not updating the SOI, 

there are no feasible mitigation measures available to Nevada County LAFCo to address this 

impact. Therefore, it would remain significant and unavoidable. 

AB 32 Compliance (Standard of Significance 2) 

Impact 3.2.2 Implementation of the proposed project could result in a net increase in 

greenhouse gas emissions, yet would not conflict with the goals of AB 32, and 
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thus would not result in a significant impact on the environment. This impact is 

less than cumulatively considerable.  

The project is considered to have a significant impact if it would be in conflict with the AB 32 

goals for reducing GHG emissions. In December 2008, CARB approved the AB 32 Scoping Plan 

outlining the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020 GHG emissions limit. This Scoping Plan, 

developed by CARB in coordination with the Climate Action Team, proposes a comprehensive 

set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions in California, improve the environment, 

reduce dependence on oil, diversify California’s energy sources, save energy, create new jobs, 

and enhance public health. The Scoping Plan contains a list of 39 recommended actions 

contained in plan Appendices C and E. This list is also provided in Table 3.2-8. 

TABLE 3.2-8 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS OF CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN 

Measure Number Measure Description 

Transportation 

T-1 Pavley I and II – Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards 

T-2 Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Discrete Early Action) 

T-3 Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets 

T-4 Vehicle Efficiency Measures 

T-5 Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action) 

T-6 

Goods Movement Efficiency Measures. 

Ship Electrification at Ports 

System-Wide Efficiency Improvements 

T-7 
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Measure – Aerodynamic Efficiency 

(Discrete Early Action) 

T-8 Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization 

T-9 High-Speed Rail 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

E-1 

Energy Efficiency (32,000 GWh of Reduced Demand) 

Increased Utility Energy Efficiency Programs 

More Stringent Building & Appliance Standards 

Additional Efficiency and Conservation Programs 

E-2 
Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 30,000 GWh (net reductions include avoided 

transmission line loss) 

E-3 Renewables Portfolio Standard (33% by 2020) 

E-4 

Million Solar Roofs (including California Solar Initiative, New Solar Homes Partnership, and 

solar programs of publicly owned utilities) 

Target of 3000 MW Total Installation by 2020 

CR-1 

Energy Efficiency (800 Million Therms Reduced Consumptions) 

Utility Energy Efficiency Programs 

Building and Appliance Standards 

Additional Efficiency and Conservation Programs 
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Measure Number Measure Description 

CR-2 Solar Water Heating (AB 1470 goal) 

Green Buildings 

GB-1 Green Buildings 

Water 

W-1 Water Use Efficiency 

W-2 Water Recycling 

W-3 Water System Energy Efficiency 

W-4 Reuse Urban Runoff 

W-5 Increase Renewable Energy Production 

W-6 Public Goods Charge (Water) 

Industry 

I-1 Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits Audits for Large Industrial Sources 

I-2 Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction 

I-3 GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission 

I-4 Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements 

I-5 Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery Regulations 

Recycling and Waste Management 

RW-1 Landfill Methane Control (Discrete Early Action) 

RW-2 
Additional Reductions in Landfill Methane 

Increase the Efficiency of Landfill Methane Capture 

RW-3 

High Recycling/Zero Waste 

Commercial Recycling 

Increase Production and Markets for Compost 

Anaerobic Digestion 

Extended Producer Responsibility 

Environmentally Preferable Purchasing 

Forests 

F-1 Sustainable Forest Target 

High Global Warming Potential (GWP) Gases 

H-1 
Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems: Reduction of Refrigerant Emissions from Non-

Professional Services (Discrete Early Action) 

H-2 SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and Non-Semiconductor Applications (Discrete Early Action) 

H-3 Reduction of Perfluorocarbons in Semiconductor Manufacturing (Discrete Early Action) 

H-4 Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Products Discrete Early Action (Adopted June 2008) 
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Measure Number Measure Description 

H-5 

High GWP Reductions from Mobile Sources 

Low GWP Refrigerants for New Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems 

Air Conditioner Refrigerant Leak Test During Vehicle Smog Check 

Refrigerant Recovery from Decommissioned Refrigerated Shipping Containers 

Enforcement of Federal Ban on Refrigerant Release during Servicing or Dismantling of Motor 

Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems 

H-6 

High GWP Reductions from Stationary Sources 

High GWP Stationary Equipment Refrigerant Management Program: 

Refrigerant Tracking/Reporting/Repair Deposit Program 

Specifications for Commercial and Industrial Refrigeration Systems 

Foam Recovery and Destruction Program 

SF Leak Reduction and Recycling in Electrical Applications 

Alternative Suppressants in Fire Protection Systems 

Residential Refrigeration Early Retirement Program 

H-7 Mitigation Fee on High GWP Gases 

Agriculture 

A-1 Methane Capture at Large Dairies 

 
The strategies included in the Scoping Plan that apply to all future development, including the 

maximum development potential in both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-

preferred SOI, are contained in Table 3.2-9, which also summarizes the extent to which future 

development in Nevada County, Placer County, Sierra County, and the Town of Truckee would 

comply with the strategies to help California reach emissions reduction targets.  

TABLE 3.2-9 

AB 32 COMPLIANCE 

Strategy Project Compliance 

Energy Efficiency Measures 

Energy Efficiency 

Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance standards, 

and pursue additional efficiency efforts including new 

technologies, and new policy and implementation mechanisms. 

Pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all 

retail providers of electricity in California (including both 

investor-owned and publicly owned utilities). 

Renewable Portfolio Standard 

Achieve a 33 percent renewable energy mix statewide by 2020. 

Green Building Strategy 

Expand the use of green building practices to reduce the carbon 

footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. 

Compliant  

All future development in California, including that 

associated with the maximum development potential 

of both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-

preferred SOI, will comply with the updated Title 24 

standards, including the new 2010 California Building 

Code (CBC), for building construction. These 

standards require new buildings to reduce water 

consumption by 20 percent, which results in less 

energy consumption for pumping water. 
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Strategy Project Compliance 

Water Conservation and Efficiency Measures 

Water Use Efficiency 

Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy sources to 

move and treat water. Approximately 19 percent of all 

electricity, 30 percent of all natural gas, and 88 million gallons 

of diesel are used to convey, treat, distribute and use water and 

wastewater. Increasing the efficiency of water transport and 

reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. 

Compliant 

As stated, all future development in California, 

including that associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI, will 

comply with the updated Title 24 standards, including 

the new 2010 California Building Code (CBC), for 

building construction. These standards require new 

buildings to reduce water consumption by 20 percent, 

which results in less energy consumption for pumping 

water. 

Transportation and Motor Vehicle Measures 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards 

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the State to develop and adopt 

regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-

effective reduction of GHG emissions from passenger vehicles 

and light-duty trucks. Regulations were adopted by CARB in 

September 2004. 

Light-Duty Vehicle Efficiency Measures 

Implement additional measures that could reduce light-duty 

GHG emissions. For example, measures to ensure that tires are 

properly inflated can both reduce GHG emissions and improve 

fuel efficiency. 

Adopt Heavy- and Medium-Duty Fuel and Engine Efficiency 

Measures 

Regulations to require retrofits to improve the fuel efficiency of 

heavy-duty trucks that could include devices that reduce 

aerodynamic drag and rolling resistance. This measure could 

also include hybridization of and increased engine efficiency of 

vehicles. 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

CARB identified this measure as a Discrete Early Action 

Measure. This measure would reduce the carbon intensity of 

California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. 

Compliant 

The project does not involve the manufacture of 

vehicles. However, vehicles that are purchased and 

used within the project site would comply with any 

vehicle and fuel standards that CARB adopts. 

Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets 

Develop regional GHG emissions reduction targets for 

passenger vehicles. Local governments will play a significant 

role in the regional planning process to reach passenger vehicle 

GHG emissions reduction targets. Local governments have the 

ability to directly influence both the siting and design of new 

residential and commercial developments in a way that reduces 

GHGs associated with vehicle travel. 

Compliant 

Specific regional emission targets for transportation 

emissions do not directly apply to this project; 

regional GHG reduction target development is outside 

the scope of this project. The project will comply with 

any plans developed in Nevada County. 
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Strategy Project Compliance 

Measures to Reduce High Global Warming Potential (GWP) 

Gases 

CARB has identified Discrete Early Action measures to reduce 

GHG emissions from the refrigerants used in car air 

conditioners, semiconductor manufacturing, and consumer 

products. CARB has also identified potential reduction 

opportunities for future commercial and industrial refrigeration, 

changing the refrigerants used in auto air conditioning systems, 

and ensuring that existing car air conditioning systems do not 

leak. 

Compliant 

New products used or serviced on the industrial land 

uses would comply with future CARB rules and 

regulations. 

Forests 

Urban Forestry 

A statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in urban areas by 

2020 would be achieved through the expansion of local urban 

forestry programs.  

Compliant  

All future development associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI 

within unincorporated Nevada County will comply 

with Section L-II 4.2 – Community Design Standards, 

of the Nevada County Municipal Code. These design 

standards provide design interpretations for 

commercial, industrial, and residential development 

that address landscaping requirements. All future 

development associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI 

within Placer County will comply with the Placer 

County Landscape Design Guidelines. There is no 

development potential associated with the proposed 

SOI in Sierra County, as it is the County’s intent to 

confine the extension of development-serving public 

facilities to Community Core Areas and Community 

Influence Areas within Sierra County. Areas outside 

the Community Core Areas or Community Influence 

Areas are intended to be maintained for natural 

resources. All future development associated with the 

maximum development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI 

within the Town of Truckee will comply with Chapter 

18.40, Landscape Standards, which provides standards 

for the location and types of landscaping to be provided in 

various areas of proposed developments, including 

setbacks, disturbed areas, parking areas, along streets, 

along property lines, and in buffer areas between 

incompatible uses. These standards also provide incentives 

for the preservation of native plants and trees. 

Recycling and Waste Management 

High Recycling/Zero Waste 

Achieve 50 percent statewide Recycling Goal: Achieving the 

state’s 50 percent waste diversion mandate as established by the 

Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, (AB 939, Sher, 

Chapter 1095, Statutes of 1989), will reduce climate change 

emissions associated with energy-intensive material extraction 

and production as well as methane emission from landfills.  

Compliant  

All future development associated with the maximum 

development potential of both the LAFCo-

recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI is 

required to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from 

landfill facilities.  
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LAFCo-Recommended Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

Electric and Water Service 

The LAFCo-recommended SOI boundary omits lands in public ownership and those areas not 

expected or anticipated to be developed. The LAFCo-recommended boundary for the District’s 

SOI would encompass an area that includes the Town of Truckee as well as developed areas 

adjacent to the town, which are under the jurisdiction of either Nevada County or Placer 

County (see Figure 2.0-2).  

All future development associated with the maximum development potential of the LAFCo-

recommended SOI would be subject to all applicable California state regulatory requirements, 

which would also reduce the GHG emissions. As shown in Table 3.2-9, future development would 

comply with the strategies to help California reach its emissions reduction targets.  

District-Preferred Truckee Donner Public Utility District Sphere of Influence 

Electric Service and Water Service 

As previously described, the District-preferred SOI boundary proposes to maintain most of the 

area of the existing TDPUD Sphere of Influence for electric service in conjunction with an 

expansion of 3 square miles at the southeast corner of the existing SOI in Placer County 

(Northstar Load), the expansion of 23.5 square miles north of the existing SOI in Nevada County 

and Sierra County (Hobart Mills Load, Russell Valley Load, and Stampede Reservoir Generation 

Facility), and the reduction of 8 square miles of the existing SOI at its eastern edge in Nevada 

County (Figure 2.0-3). As with the maximum growth potential of the proposed LAFCo-

recommended SOI, all future development associated with the maximum development 

potential of the District-preferred SOI would be subject to all applicable California state 

regulatory requirements. As shown in Table 3.2-9, future development would comply with the 

strategies to help California reach its GHG emissions reduction targets.  

As previously stated, in terms of electric service, the lands in the proposed SOI expansion under the 

District-preferred SOI scenario are currently within the service area of the energy provider Liberty 

Utilities. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, electrical use demand and electrical use–

related GHG emissions were quantified for the maximum growth potential of all proposed lands in 

the SOI expansion under the District-preferred SOI scenario accounting for geographic location 

and the emission intensity factor for both Liberty Utilities and the TDPUD. Both Liberty Utilities’ ability 

and the TDPUD’s ability to comply with AB 32 Scoping Plan Strategy E-3, Renewables Portfolio 

Standard, were evaluated in consideration of accommodating the maximum growth potential of 

the proposed lands in the SOI expansion. In other words, for the intent of projecting electrical 

energy demand and related GHG emissions that would result from the District-preferred SOI 

boundary, energy-source-derived emissions generated from the maximum growth development 

potential of the proposed SOI expansion under the District-preferred SOI scenario are quantified in 

consideration of both Liberty Utilities as the service provider and the TDPUD as the service 

provider.4  

                                                      
4 No aspect of the proposed project would specifically implement or directly result in the construction of any new facilities. Neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has any land use regulatory authority. The jurisdiction for land use matters for all of the land areas 

within the proposed SOIs would remain with either the Town of Truckee, Nevada County, Sierra County, or Placer County, and neither 

Nevada County LAFCo nor the TDPUD has the authority to facilitate future development in a manner different than is currently outlined by 

these jurisdictions in their applicable general plans.  
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Tables 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 in Section 3.1 of this DEIR identify the extent of growth potential in the 

District-preferred SOI. The total development potential shown in these tables does not factor 

existing development. Estimated electrical energy use and related electrical energy-use 

emissions resulting from these activities are summarized in Tables 3.2-10 and 3.2-11.  

Table 3.2-10 identifies electrical energy use and associated GHG emissions for the maximum 

growth potential in the District-preferred SOI assuming Liberty Utilities, the current service provider 

for these areas, remains the electrical service provider.  

TABLE 3.2-10 

MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN DISTRICT-PREFERRED SOI 

ELECTRICAL ENERGY DEMAND AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) –  

LIBERTY UTILITIES AS SERVICE PROVIDER 

Land Use Buildout Assumptions1 
Electrical Energy 

Demand (KWh) 

CO2e (metric tons 

annually)2 

 13,967 residential units 

 530,500 square feet of commercial building space  

 209,000 square feet of industrial building space  

 44,600 square feet of office building space  

95,230,021 67,837 

Notes: Energy demand and emissions quantified by PMC with CalEEMod (see Appendix 3.2-A). Quantified energy demand and 
emissions do not include snowmaking activities.  
1 Maximum growth potential assumptions derived from Table 3.1-2 of Section 3.1.  
2 Emission intensity factor based on utility provider, Sierra Pacific Resources defaults. Nevada Power, Sierra Pacific Power, and Sierra 

Pacific Resources merged in July 1999 to create a subsidiary of NV Energy, also known as Liberty Utilities.  

Table 3.2-11 identifies electrical energy use and associated GHG emissions for the maximum 

potential growth in the District-preferred SOI assuming the TDPUD as the electrical service 

provider, as proposed under the District-preferred Sphere of Influence boundary scenario. 

TABLE 3.2-11 

MAXIMUM GROWTH POTENTIAL IN DISTRICT-PREFERRED SOI  

ELECTRICAL ENERGY DEMAND AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS PER YEAR) –  

TRUCKEE DONNER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT AS SERVICE PROVIDER 

Land Use Buildout Assumptions1 
Electrical Energy 

Demand (KWh) 

CO2e (metric tons 

annually)2 

 13,967 residential units 

 530,500 square feet of commercial building space  

 209,000 square feet of industrial building space  

 44,600 square feet of office building space  

95,230,021 45,130 

Notes: Emissions quantified by PMC with CalEEMod (see Appendix 3.2-A).  
1 Maximum growth potential assumptions derived from Table 3.1-2 of Section 3.1.  
2 Emission intensity factor based on utility provider statewide average defaults due to lack of specific TDPUD factors in modeling 
software.  

As shown in Table 3.2-10, under the current electric energy provider, Liberty Utilities, the 

maximum growth potential in the District-preferred SOI results in an annual electrical energy 

demand of 95,230,021 kilowatt-hours as well as 67,837 metric tons of CO2e. As shown in Table 

3.2-11, under the proposed District-preferred SOI boundary, the maximum growth potential in 
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the District-preferred SOI would result in an annual electrical energy demand of 95,230,021 

kilowatt-hours and 44,130 metric tons of CO2e. 

Table 3.2-12 identifies the most recently available electric energy demand information of both 

Liberty Utilities and the TDPUD as well as the current renewable energy mix for each utility 

company. As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the TDPUD currently serves approximately 

13,000 electricity customers, and according to the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC; 

2012a), Liberty Utility currently serves approximately 49,000 customers in California.  

TABLE 3.2-12 

TOTAL ELECTRIC ENERGY DEMAND AND RENEWABLE ENERGY MIX –  

LIBERTY UTILITIES AND TRUCKEE DONNER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 

Electric Service Provider Total Energy Demand 

(Annual KWh) 

Renewable Energy 

Mix Percentage 

Renewable KWh 

Annually 

Liberty Utilities (current provider) 564,909,5251 20%3 112,981,905 

TDPUD 156,694,9022 22%4 34,472,878 

Sources: 1 CPUC 2012b; total energy demand is projected for Year 2013. 2 CEC 2010; total energy demand for Year 2010. 3 Smart 2012. 
4 CEC 2012 

As shown in Table 3.2-12, Liberty Utilities has a total energy demand of 564,909,525 kilowatt-hours 

annually, of which 20 percent is supplied from renewable energy sources. The TDPUD has a total 

energy demand of 156,694,902 kilowatt-hours annually, of which 22 percent is supplied from 

renewable energy sources.  

As previously stated, the TDPUD proposes to expand its SOI. The expansion of TDPUD’s electrical 

service area to include the lands within the District-preferred SOI could potentially add an 

additional energy demand of 95,230,021 kilowatt-hours to the TDPUD’s current energy demand of 

156,694,902 kilowatt-hours annually, for a total annual energy demand of 251,924,923 kilowatt-

hours. Such an immediate addition of energy demand would reduce the TDPUD’s current 

renewable energy mix percentage to 14 percent. However, such a scenario is not likely because a 

majority of the lands within the proposed expansion area into the TDPUD SOI are currently not 

developed and are not anticipated to be fully development at any time in the intermediate future. 

The Renewables Portfolio Standard program requires investor-owned utilities, electric service 

providers, and community choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable 

energy resources to 33 percent of total procurement by 2020. According to the CEC, the TDPUD is 

projected to sell 176,383,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity annually by the year 2020 and is expected 

to be able to deliver approximately 72,619,000 kilowatt-hours of renewable energy annually by the 

year 2020 (CEC 2011). Therefore, the potential for the TDPUD to add the additional energy 

demand, under the District-preferred SOI boundary, of 95,230,021 kilowatt-hours to its projected 

2020 demand would result in a TDPUD renewable energy mix of 29 percent (176,383,000 + 

95,230,021 = 251,924,923. 72,619,000 ÷ 251,924,923 = 0.29), which is 4 percentage points below the 

mandated 33 percent or 10,516,224 kilowatt-hours of renewable energy, based on projections.  

The purchase power contract involving Liberty Utilities’ supply of electricity to its California 

customers guarantees the delivery of a specific and minimum verifiable amount of renewable 

energy (Smart 2012). The amount of guaranteed renewable energy for 2012 and 2013 is 20 

percent (Smart 2012). The amount of renewable energy mix supplied to Liberty Utilities’ California 

customers in 2014 is set at 21.7 percent, and in 2015 the renewable mix percentage is 
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contractually set at 23.3 percent (Smart 2012). A new renewable energy mix requirements 

contract has yet to be established for years beyond 2015.  

The CPUC implements and administers the Renewables Portfolio Standard program in 

collaboration and cooperation with the CEC and other agencies. The CPUC and the CEC 

monitor Renewables Portfolio Standard goals and results, including compliance reviews and 

enforcement, as necessary (CPUC 2011). These entities also require that electrical service 

providers prepare a renewable energy procurement plan and update that plan when 

necessary (CPUC 2011). The CPUC and the CEC review Renewables Portfolio Standard 

procurement plans for each electric utility provider and accept, reject, or modify the plans. Also, 

the CPUC and the CEC oversee electrical utility providers’ Renewables Portfolio Standard 

solicitations for renewable energy, review the results of solicitations submitted for approval by an 

electrical utility, and accept or reject proposed contracts based on consistency with the 

approved procurement plan.  

As previously stated, in the case of Liberty Utilities, a new renewable energy mix requirements 

contract concerning its supply of electricity to its California customers has yet to be established 

for years beyond 2015. Also as stated above, the potential for the TDPUD to add an additional 

energy demand of 95,230,021 kilowatt-hours to its projected 2020 demand would result in a 

TDPUD renewable energy mix of 29 percent, which is 4 percentage points below the mandated 

33 percent or 10,516,224 kilowatt-hours of renewable energy. However, both electric service 

providers are overseen, through the requirement of submitting renewable energy procurement 

plans, by the CPUC and the CEC, which accept, reject, or modify these procurement plans as 

needed and review the results of solicitations submitted for approval by an electrical utility, such 

as Liberty Utilities and/or the TDPUD, and accept or reject proposed contracts based on 

consistency with the approved procurement plan. In addition, the Renewables Portfolio 

Standard program specifically excludes local publicly owned electric utilities like the TDPUD from 

the definition of “retail seller” (CEC 2008). Instead, local publicly owned electric utilities, such as 

the TDPUD, are required to implement a Renewables Portfolio Standard but are given flexibility in 

developing utility‐specific targets, timelines, and resource eligibility rules (CEC 2008). Therefore, a 

TDPUD renewable energy mix of 29 percent in the year 2020 does not necessarily represent a 

lack of compliance with the Renewables Portfolio Standard program.   

For these reasons, the District-preferred SOI boundary scenario would not conflict with AB 32 

goals for reducing GHG emissions. Both Liberty Utilities and the TDPUD are expected to achieve 

the mandated requirements of the Renewables Portfolio Standard program regardless of their 

respective Spheres of Influence due to CPUC and CEC oversight.  

As previously stated, all future development associated with the maximum development 

potential of both the LAFCo-recommended SOI and the District-preferred SOI would be subject 

to all applicable California state regulatory requirements, which would also reduce the GHG 

emissions. As shown in Table 3.2-9, future development would comply with the strategies to help 

California reach the emissions reduction targets under the AB 32 Scoping Plan. Furthermore, the 

District-preferred SOI boundary scenario would not conflict with AB 32 goals for reducing GHG 

emissions, since both Liberty Utilities and the TDPUD are expected to achieve the mandated 

requirements of the Renewables Portfolio Standard program regardless of their respective SOIs 

due to CPUC and CEC oversight. This impact is therefore less than cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required.  
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Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Statewide AverageUrbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

Strip Mall 97 1000sqft

General Light Industry 209 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 839 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 10/26/2012

Nevada LAFCo Recommended TDPUD Sphere of Influence
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 20,957.19 20,957.19 1.31 0.00 20,984.75

20,957.19 20,957.19 1.31 0.00 20,984.75

Unmitigated

0.00Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Mobile Detail

3,477.36 29,494.76 32,972.13 189.89 0.99 37,269.93

2,634.39 2,634.39 33.34 0.85 3,599.44

Total

0.00Water

2,610.71 0.00 2,610.71 154.29 0.00 5,850.76

20,957.19 20,957.19 1.31 0.00 20,984.75

Waste

0.00Mobile

0.00 4,802.51 4,802.51 0.13 0.06 4,825.07

1,100.67 1,967.33 0.82 0.08 2,009.91

Energy

866.65Area

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.0 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 1,278.91 1,278.91 0.02 0.02 1,286.69

1,278.91 1,278.91 0.02 0.02 1,286.69

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00NaturalGas Mitigated

0.00 3,523.60 3,523.60 0.11 0.04 3,538.37

3,523.60 3,523.60 0.11 0.04 3,538.37

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00Electricity Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Energy Detail

42.00

Strip Mall 14.70 6.60 6.60 16.60 64.40 19.00

Single Family Housing 16.80 7.10 7.90 37.30 20.70

H-O or C-NW

General Light Industry 14.70 6.60 6.60 59.00 28.00 13.00

3.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

Total 13,785.00 12,810.88 9,481.86 39,090,296 39,090,296

Strip Mall 4,299.04 4,077.88 1981.71 6,282,370 6,282,370

Single Family Housing 8,029.23 8,457.12 7358.03 28,557,203 28,557,203

General Light Industry 1,456.73 275.88 142.12 4,250,723 4,250,723

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

3.2 Trip Summary Information
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3,523.59 0.10 0.04 3,538.37

646.92 0.02 0.01 649.63

Total

2,446.88 0.07 0.03 2,457.14

Strip Mall 1.48798e+006

429.79 0.01 0.00 431.60

Single Family 
Housing

5.62808e+006

General Light 
Industry

988570

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 1,278.91 1,278.91 0.02 0.02 1,286.69Total

0.00 39.29 39.29 0.00 0.00 39.53Strip Mall 736230

0.00 1,198.58 1,198.58 0.02 0.02 1,205.87Single Family 
Housing

2.24605e+007

0.00 41.04 41.04 0.00 0.00 41.29General Light 
Industry

769120

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4.1 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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866.65 1,100.67 1,967.32 0.82 0.08 2,009.92

10.29 10.29 0.01 0.00 10.53

Total

0.00Landscaping

866.65 1,090.38 1,957.03 0.81 0.08 1,999.39

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth

0.00Consumer Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

NA NA NA NA NA

5.1 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

866.65 1,100.67 1,967.33 0.82 0.08 2,009.91

1,100.67 1,967.33 0.82 0.08 2,009.91

Unmitigated

866.65Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Area Detail
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2,634.39 33.33 0.86 3,599.44

23.68 0.22 0.01 30.08

Total

181.65 1.67 0.04 230.28

Strip Mall 7.18503 / 
4.40373

2,429.06 31.44 0.81 3,339.08

Single Family 
Housing

54.6642 / 
34.4622

General Light 
Industry

1027.64 / 0

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

NA

6.1 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.85 3,599.44

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

33.34 0.85 3,599.44

Unmitigated 2,634.39 33.34

Mitigated 2,634.39

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.0 Water Detail
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2,610.70 154.29 0.00 5,850.76

20.67 1.22 0.00 46.33

Total

121.79 7.20 0.00 272.95

Strip Mall 101.85

2,468.24 145.87 0.00 5,531.48

Single Family 
Housing

600

General Light 
Industry

12159.4

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

NA

7.1 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.00 5,850.76

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

154.29 0.00 5,850.76

 Unmitigated 2,610.71 154.29

 Mitigated 2,610.71

CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

7.0 Waste Detail
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Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Statewide AverageUrbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

General Light Industry 209 1000sqft

General Office Building 44.6 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Strip Mall 530.5 1000sqft

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 10/26/2012

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Nonresidential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

 1 of 7 



NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 21,874.75 21,874.75 1.52 0.00 21,906.59

21,874.75 21,874.75 1.52 0.00 21,906.59

Unmitigated

0.00Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Mobile Detail

2,589.73 28,971.63 31,561.36 187.59 0.89 35,778.75

2,584.72 2,584.72 32.89 0.84 3,536.75

Total

0.00Water

2,589.73 0.00 2,589.73 153.05 0.00 5,803.75

21,874.75 21,874.75 1.52 0.00 21,906.59

Waste

0.00Mobile

0.00 4,512.16 4,512.16 0.13 0.05 4,531.66

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy

0.00Area

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.1 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

 2 of 7 



NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 304.85 304.85 0.01 0.01 306.70

304.85 304.85 0.01 0.01 306.70

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00NaturalGas Mitigated

0.00 4,207.32 4,207.32 0.13 0.05 4,224.96

4,207.32 4,207.32 0.13 0.05 4,224.96

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00Electricity Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Energy Detail

19.00

Strip Mall 14.70 6.60 6.60 16.60 64.40 19.00

General Office Building 14.70 6.60 6.60 33.00 48.00

H-O or C-NW

General Light Industry 14.70 6.60 6.60 59.00 28.00 13.00

3.2 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

Total 25,459.54 22,683.80 11,023.94 39,636,735 39,636,735

Strip Mall 23,511.76 22,302.22 10838.12 34,358,734 34,358,734

General Office Building 491.05 105.70 43.71 1,027,278 1,027,278

General Light Industry 1,456.73 275.88 142.12 4,250,723 4,250,723

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

3.1 Trip Summary Information
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4,207.31 0.13 0.04 4,224.97

3,538.05 0.11 0.04 3,552.89

Total

239.47 0.01 0.00 240.48

Strip Mall 8.13787e+006

429.79 0.01 0.00 431.60

General Office 
Building

550810

General Light 
Industry

988570

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 304.84 304.84 0.00 0.00 306.70Total

0.00 214.87 214.87 0.00 0.00 216.18Strip Mall 4.0265e+006

0.00 48.93 48.93 0.00 0.00 49.23General Office 
Building

916976

0.00 41.04 41.04 0.00 0.00 41.29General Light 
Industry

769120

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4.1 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00Total

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping

0.00Consumer Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

NA NA NA NA NA

5.1 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unmitigated

0.00Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Area Detail
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2,584.72 32.88 0.85 3,536.74

129.53 1.20 0.03 164.48

Total

26.13 0.24 0.01 33.18

Strip Mall 39.2955 / 
24.0843

2,429.06 31.44 0.81 3,339.08

General Office 
Building

7.92693 / 
4.85844

General Light 
Industry

1027.64 / 0

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

NA

6.1 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.84 3,536.75

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

32.89 0.84 3,536.75

Unmitigated 2,584.72 32.89

Mitigated 2,584.72

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.0 Water Detail
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2,589.73 153.05 0.00 5,803.75

113.07 6.68 0.00 253.40

Total

8.42 0.50 0.00 18.87

Strip Mall 557.02

2,468.24 145.87 0.00 5,531.48

General Office 
Building

41.48

General Light 
Industry

12159.4

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

NA

7.1 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.00 5,803.75

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

153.05 0.00 5,803.75

 Unmitigated 2,589.73 153.05

 Mitigated 2,589.73

CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

7.0 Waste Detail

 7 of 7 



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 10/26/2012

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Electric Service Residential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 13908 Dwelling Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility 
Company

Statewide AverageUrbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

72

 1 of 7 



2.1 Overall Operational

2.0 Emissions Summary

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 14,366.38 18,245.75 32,612.12 13.68 1.35 33,318.10

Energy 0.00 60,430.39 60,430.39 1.61 0.83 60,721.38

Mobile 0.00 252,180.99 252,180.99 15.42 0.00 252,504.80

Waste 2,018.59 0.00 2,018.59 119.30 0.00 4,523.80

Water 0.00 3,011.21 3,011.21 27.75 0.72 3,817.31

16,384.97Total

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

3.0 Mobile Detail

333,868.34 350,253.30 177.76 2.90 354,885.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.00 252,180.99 252,180.99 15.42 0.00 252,504.80

Unmitigated 0.00 252,180.99 252,180.99 15.42 0.00 252,504.80

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
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3.1 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Single Family Housing 133,099.56 140,192.64 121973.16 473,389,254 473,389,254

Total 133,099.56 140,192.64 121,973.16 473,389,254 473,389,254

3.2 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-
W

H-S or C-C

4.0 Energy Detail

H-O or C-NW

Single Family Housing 16.80 7.10 7.90 37.30 20.70 42.00

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

Electricity Mitigated 0.00 40,561.71 40,561.71 1.23 0.47 40,731.79

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 40,561.71 40,561.71 1.23 0.47 40,731.79

NaturalGas Mitigated 0.00 19,868.68 19,868.68 0.38 0.36 19,989.59

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

19,868.68 19,868.68 0.38 0.36 19,989.59

NA NA NA NA NA

0.00

NA NANA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA
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4.1 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Exha
ust 

PM2.

PM2.5 Total

Single Family 
Housing

3.72325e+008 0.00 19,868.68 19,868.68 0.38 0.36 19,989.59

Total 0.00 19,868.68 19,868.68 0.38 0.36 19,989.59

4.2 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

9.3296e+007 40,561.71 1.23 0.47

Total 40,561.71 1.23 0.47
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5.0 Area Detail

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

Mitigated 14,366.38 18,245.75 32,612.12 13.68 1.35 33,318.10

Unmitigated 14,366.38 18,245.75 32,612.12 13.68 1.35 33,318.10

NATotal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

5.1 Area by SubCategory

NA NA NA NA

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 14,366.38 18,075.15 32,441.52 13.49 1.35 33,143.58

Landscaping 0.00 170.60 170.60 0.19 0.00 174.53

Total 33,318.1114,366.38 18,245.75 32,612.12 13.68 1.35
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6.0 Water Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 3,011.21 27.75 0.72 3,817.31

Unmitigated 3,011.21 27.75 0.72 3,817.31

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

6.1 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

906.162 / 
571.276

3,011.21 27.75 0.72

Total

7.0 Waste Detail

3,011.21 27.75 0.72

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

 Mitigated 2,018.59 119.30 0.00 4,523.80

 Unmitigated 2,018.59 119.30 0.00 4,523.80

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

 6 of 7 



7.1 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Single Family 
Housing

9944.25

Total 2,018.59 119.30 0.00

2,018.59 119.30 0.00
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Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Statewide AverageUrbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 59 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 10/26/2012

District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Water Service Additional Residential
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 1,069.79 1,069.79 0.07 0.00 1,071.17

1,069.79 1,069.79 0.07 0.00 1,071.17

Unmitigated

0.00Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.0 Mobile Detail

69.52 1,416.32 1,485.85 0.77 0.01 1,505.51

12.77 12.77 0.12 0.00 16.19

Total

0.00Water

8.58 0.00 8.58 0.51 0.00 19.22

1,069.79 1,069.79 0.07 0.00 1,071.17

Waste

0.00Mobile

0.00 256.36 256.36 0.01 0.00 257.59

77.40 138.35 0.06 0.01 141.34

Energy

60.94Area

CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

2.1 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

2.0 Emissions Summary
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

0.00 84.29 84.29 0.00 0.00 84.80

84.29 84.29 0.00 0.00 84.80

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00NaturalGas Mitigated

0.00 172.07 172.07 0.01 0.00 172.79

172.07 172.07 0.01 0.00 172.79

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00Electricity Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

4.0 Energy Detail

H-O or C-NW

Single Family Housing 16.80 7.10 7.90 37.30 20.70 42.00

3.2 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

Total 564.63 594.72 517.43 2,008,194 2,008,194

Single Family Housing 564.63 594.72 517.43 2,008,194 2,008,194

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

3.1 Trip Summary Information
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NA NA NA NA NANA NA NA NA NA NATotal NA NA NA NA NA

60.94 77.40 138.35 0.06 0.01 141.34

77.40 138.35 0.06 0.01 141.34

Unmitigated

60.94Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

5.0 Area Detail

172.07 0.01 0.00 172.79

172.07 0.01 0.00 172.79

Total

Single Family 
Housing

395777

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

0.00 84.29 84.29 0.00 0.00 84.80Total

0.00 84.29 84.29 0.00 0.00 84.80Single Family 
Housing

1.57946e+006

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

4.1 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
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NA

0.00 16.19

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

0.12 0.00 16.19

Unmitigated 12.77 0.12

Mitigated 12.77

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

ROG NOx CO SO2

6.0 Water Detail

60.94 77.40 138.34 0.06 0.01 141.34

0.72 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.74

Total

0.00Landscaping

60.94 76.68 137.62 0.06 0.01 140.60

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth

0.00Consumer Products

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural Coating

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

5.1 Area by SubCategory
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8.58 0.51 0.00 19.22

8.58 0.51 0.00 19.22

Total

Single Family 
Housing

42.25

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

NA

7.1 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated

Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

0.00 19.22

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

0.51 0.00 19.22

 Unmitigated 8.58 0.51

 Mitigated 8.58

CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2

7.0 Waste Detail

12.77 0.12 0.00 16.19

12.77 0.12 0.00 16.19

Total

Single Family 
Housing

3.84409 / 
2.42345

CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

6.1 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2
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Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Sierra Pacific ResourcesUrbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

General Light Industry 209 1000sqft

Strip Mall 530.5 1000sqft

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

General Office Building 44.6 1000sqft

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 11/1/2012

Liberty Energy as Service Provider - District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Nonresidential - Electricity Emissions
Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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6,333.12 0.13 0.04 6,350.76

5,325.70 0.11 0.04 5,340.53

Total

360.47 0.01 0.00 361.47

Strip Mall 8.13787e+006

646.95 0.01 0.00 648.76

General Office 
Building

550810

General Light 
Industry

988570

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

2.1 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Sierra Pacific ResourcesUrbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 13908 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 11/1/2012

Liberty Energy as Service Provider - District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Electric Service Residential -                      
Electricity Emissions

Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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61,056.06 1.23 0.47 61,226.14

61,056.06 1.23 0.47 61,226.14

Total

Single Family 
Housing

9.3296e+007

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

2.1 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Climate Zone 14 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

72

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Utility Company Sierra Pacific ResourcesUrbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s)

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Single Family Housing 59 Dwelling Unit

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 11/1/2012

Liberty Energy as Service Provider - District Preferred TDPUD Sphere of Influence - Water Service Additional                                
Residential - Electricity Emissions

Northern Sierra AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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259.01 0.01 0.00 259.73

259.01 0.01 0.00 259.73

Total

Single Family 
Housing

395777

N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

2.1 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4

2.0 Emissions Summary
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APPENDIX C - SIERRA CO GP LAND USE MAP 



 



Amendments:

Res.# 97-203: Rec --> Forest (Long Valley Area)

Res.# 99-085: AG --> VC (Bordertown Area)

Res.# 03-208: Forest/STA-Mineral Extraction --> OS

(Gardner's Point/Pioneer Pit)

Rec-->Forest (1997)

AG-->VC (1999)

Forest/STA-ME-->

-->Open Space (2003)
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